CHAPTER 4 COMMENTS RECEIVED ON THE
DRAFT SEIR-2

4.1 PUBLIC REVIEW OF THE DRAFT SEIR-2

The Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority (VTA) received comments from
the public and agencies on the Draft 2" Supplemental Environmental Impact
Report (SEIR-2) in a variety of ways including:

e Written (i.e., post mail, facsimile, or e-mail) comment letters from public
agencies received during the public comment period

e Written public comment letters from individuals, including, but not limited
to, local residents and property owners, during the public comment period

e Oral comments recorded during the Public Hearing on December 9, 2010

This section presents all written and oral comments received on the Draft SEIR-2
and VTA'’s response to each substantive comment on environmental issues.

Table 4-1 on the following page lists all commenters who provided comments on
the Draft SEIR-2. The comments are organized by state, regional, and local
agency comments; public comments; and oral comments recorded on the
transcript from the public hearing.

Each comment letter is reproduced in its entirety, including any supplemental
material, and followed by VTA’s response to each comment in the letter.
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Table 4-1

List of Commenters

Number

Date of Comment

Commenter

State Agencies

S-1 November 30, 2010 | Caltrans — District 4

S-2 December 7, 2010 | California Transportation Commission

53 December 17, 2010 838?5:{:;?{(\:”01‘ Transportation — Federal Grants/Rail

S-4 December 17, 2010 | Governor’s Office of Planning and Research

S-5 December 21, 2010 | Governor’s Office of Planning and Research
Regional Agencies

R-1 November 9, 2010 | County of Santa Clara

R-2 November 29, 2010 | Stanislaus County

R-3 December 14, 2010 Santa Clara County Roads and Airports

Department

Local Agencies

L-1 December 17, 2010 | City of Santa Clara

L-2 December 17, 2010 | City of Milpitas

L-3 December 16, 2010 | City of Sunnyvale
Public

P-1 November 5, 2010 | Coby Zeifman

P-2 November 5, 2010 | Coby Zeifman

P-3 November 7, 2010 | Saiyanna Charitou

P-4 November 30, 2010 | Fredrick Schermer

P-5 December 8, 2010 | Albert Reavis

P-6 December 8, 2010 | Nancy M. Ashman

P-7 December 17, 2010 | Stan Herzstein

P-8 December 17, 2010 | Frank J. De Smidt

P-9 December 17, 2010 | J. Michelle Hickey
Transcript

T December 9, 2010 | Public Hearing

Source: CirclePoint, 2011.
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER S-1

Caltrans — District 4

S-1.1

S-1.2

BART Silicon Valley facilities are being designed to accommodate
2030 ridership projections that are based on the Association of Bay
Area Governments (ABAG) land use projections, meet BART
Facilities Standards, and have been reviewed extensively, and
accepted by the Federal Transit Administration (FTA). However, the
feasibility of providing an escalator connection from BART to the
light rail connection may be considered through the final design
phase of the design-build contract.

New linked transit trips of more than 27,000 will be diverted from
non-transit modes (primarily auto) as a result of Phase 1 of BART
Silicon Valley. The Milpitas Station location was chosen to facilitate
transfer to VTA's light rail system. Additionally, the planned Milpitas
BART Station is the center of the City of Milpitas' Transit Area
Specific Plan, which is anticipated to transform formerly zoned
industrial lands into a high-density transit oriented development
district.

Subsection 4.2.4.1 under the headings “Intercounty Movements:
Santa Clara County-Alameda County Screenline Volumes” and
“New Linked Transit Trips (“New Riders”)” on pages 4.2-16 and 4.2-
17 of the Draft SEIR-2 has been revised as follows to provide
clarifying text regarding new linked transit trips. A new Table 4.2-
12 has also been added.

Intercounty Movements: Santa Clara County-Alameda
County Screenline Volumes

An important movement in the SVRTC is intercounty travel,
primarily between Santa Clara and Alameda counties.

Santa Clara County, being job-rich, tends to draw
commuters from adjacent counties, with the highest volumes
coming from Alameda County. Phase 1 would make
intercounty commuting on transit more attractive.

Table 4.2-11 summarizes estimated transit ridership in 2030
on transit services offering connections between Santa Clara
County and southern Alameda County under both the 2030
No Project conditions and Phase 1. Transit services used
for this comparison include “Valley” express buses destined
to/from Santa Clara County, VTA express buses, VTA light

4-4
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rail, ACE, and BART. Approximately 25,000 riders would
cross the county line on intercity transit services on the
typical weekday in 2030 in order to access work, home or
other locations in Santa Clara County under the 2030 No
Project conditions. The number would increase to over
53,000 following implementation of BART service provided
by Phase 1, which represents more than a 100 percent
increase in intercounty trips made on transit. Many of these
trips represent auto trips on congested 1-880 and 1-680 that
are diverted to BART.

Table 4.2-11: Total Weekday Transit Trips Crossing Santa
Clara County-Alameda County Line in 2030

Performance Measure 2030 NO. I_Droject Phase 1
Conditions
Weekday Trans_it Trips 24.727 53383
Across Screenline
Change from 2030 No
Project Conditions NA 28,656

Source: Travel Demand Forecasts, Hexagon Transportation
Consultants, Inc.,
February 2008.

New Linked Transit Trips (“*New Riders”)

Table 4.2-12 compares the year 2030 transit ridership
forecasts for the No Project condition and Phase 1 in
terms of new linked transit trips. Linked transit trips
exclude transfer boardings so that a transit rider who
uses more than one transit line or mode is counted only
as one trip. New linked transit trips are primarily trips
that are diverted from the automobile, but can include
trips previously made on other non-transit modes
(pedestrian and bicycle) or trips that are entirely new.

Phase 1 would generate a considerable number of new
linked transit trips, approximately 27,135 on the average
weekday. The row labeled “Weekday Boardings: All
Operators in Area” represents total daily linked transit
ridership for all the transit operators within the modeled
area, including transit users coming over the Altamont
Pass on either ACE trains or express buses.

Comments Received on the Draft SEIR-2 4.5
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S-1.3

Table 4.2-12: Total Weekday Boardings and New Linked

Transit Trips in 2030

No Project
Performance Measure Condition Phase 1
Weekday B_oardmgs: All 2 116.784 2143919
Operators in Area E—
Ne_w %mked Transit NA 27135
Trips _=

® Includes total daily transit boardings for the all transit operators

within the modeled area, including transit users coming over the

Altamont Pass on either ACE or express buses.

® | inked transit trips exclude transfer boardings, they are diverted

almost entirely from auto trips and represent new riders on transit.

Source: Travel Demand Forecasts, Hexagon Transportation

Consultants, Inc., February 2008.

This text revision is also shown in Chapter 5, Draft SEIR-2 Errata,

of this Final SEIR-2.

In May 2010, VTA completed the Light Rail System Analysis, a two-
year study that provided a comprehensive evaluation of the light rail
system'’s effectiveness in meeting present and future market needs.
The analysis identified recommended improvements for the system
over the next 20 years in two-phases. Phase 2 is designed to
complement the introduction of BART service to East San Jose in
2018, introducing a new line operating from Mountain View to Alum
Rock along the Tasman/Capitol corridor.

46
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JAMES EARP, Chait STATE OF CALIFORNIA ARNOLD SCHWARZENEGGER
DARIO FROMMER, Vice Chair =iy GOVERNOR
BOB ALVARADO AR

DARIUS ASSEMI

JOHN CHALKER

LUCETTA DUNN
JAMES C. GHIELMETT!
CARL GUARDINO
FRAN INMAN

JOSEPH TAVAGLIONE

SENATOR ALAN LOWENTHAL, Ex Officio
ASSEMBLY MEMBER BONNIE LOWENTHAL, Ex Officio

BIMLA G. RHINEHART, Executive Director

CALIFORNIA TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION

1120 N STREET, MS-52
P. O. BOX 942873
SACRAMENTQ, 94273-0001
FAX (916) 653-2134
(916) 6544245
hitp:/iww.catc.ca gov

December 7, 2010

Mr. Thomas W. Fitzwater

Manager, Environmental Programs and Resources Management
Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority

3331 North First Street

San Jose, CA 95134-1927

RE: Draft 2™ Supplemental Environmental Impact Report — BART Silicon Valley- Phase 1,
Berryessa Extension

Dear Mr. Fitzwater,

The California Transportation Commission (Commission) received the Draft M Supplemental
Environmental Impact Report (SEIR) prepared by the Santa Clara Valley Transportation
Authority (VTA) for the BART Silicon Valley- Phase 1 Berryessa Extension Project (Phase 1) in
Santa Clara County. It is our understanding that the 2™ Draft SEIR was prepared as a result of
project design, regulatory and environmental changes that have occurred since the June 2007 S-2.1
certification of the 1* Final SEIR.

As you are aware, at the July 2009 Commission meeting, the Commission took action to consider
the environmental impacts of the BART Silicon Valley Rapid Transit Corridor Project (SVRT)
and approved the SVRT for future consideration of funding. While action was taken to approve
the SVRT for future consideration of funding, given that the 1* Final SEIR is no longer valid for
Phases 1 and 2 of the SVRT, the Commission should be notified as soon as the environmental S-2.2
process is complete for each SVRT Phase since the Commission cannot allocate funds to a
project for design, right of way or construction until the final environmental document is
complete and the Commission has considered the environmental impacts of the project and
approved the environmentally cleared project for future consideration of funding.

The Commission has no comments with respect to the purpose and need for Phase 1, the
alternatives to be studied, the impacts to be evaluated and the evaluation methods to be used. S-2.3
However, to date the Commission has allocated more than $489 million for environmental and
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S-2.3,
cont.

S-2.4

S-2.5

S-2.6

Mr. Fitawater
December 7. 20110
Page 20f 2

design work for the SVRT.  Since the SVR'T is now proposed Lo be constructed in two phases
and additional environmental work is required for Phases Land 11, VTA should:

s Provide o summary [ur the Commission of the environmental and design costs incurred 10
date and projected lor cach Phase as woll as the natore of secured unsecured funding.

=  Work with Caltrans 10 bring forward a TCRP program amendment for Commission approval
that separately identifies the funding und schedule for programming Phases 1 and 2.

+  Notify the Commission upon completion of the Final SEIRs for Phases 1 and 2 in order for
the Commuission to consider the environmental impacts and approve each Phase for luture
consideration of funding.

Pleuse be aware that upon completion of the CHQA process, prior to the Commission’s
action to approve the project for Muture consideration of funding, the Commission expects the
lead and/or implementing apency to provide written assurance whether the selected
alternative identified in the final environmental document is or is not consistent with the
projeet programmed by the Commission and included in the Regional Transportation Plan,

Ih the absence ol such assurance of consistency, It may be assumned that the project i< not
consistent and Comimission staff will base its recommendations 1o the Commuission on thal
fiet. The Commission may deny funding to a project which is no lunger eligible for funding
due to scope modifications or ather reasons,

IF you have any quistions, please contaet Susan Brapsen, Associate Deputy Dircetor, at (916)
653-2082.

Q'rmm!}

Ng[ N 54/ ’7&f/fz’/ééff

IMLA G. RHINEHART
Executive Dhrector

¢t Michae| T. Burns, General Manager, VTA
Caralyn Gonot, SVR'" Program Manager, V'TA
Pedro Guzman, Prineipal Trmsportation Plamner, VTA
Bijan Sartipi, Distriet 4 Director, Caltrung
Rachel Falsetti, Chicf, Transportation Programming, Caltrans
Jay MNorvell, Chief, Environmental Analysis Division, Caltrans
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER S-2

California Transportation Commission

S-2.1

S-2.2

S-2.3

S-2.4

S-2.5

The commenter is correct in their understanding of the SEIR-2.
This SEIR-2 updates information presented in the 2004 BART
Extension to Milpitas, San Jose, and Santa Clara Final
Environmental Impact Report (FEIR), the 2007 BART Extension to
Milpitas, San Jose, and Santa Clara Draft and Final Supplemental
Environmental Impact Reports (SEIR-1). Information presented in
the FEIR was based on approximately 10 percent design plans and
information presented in the SEIR-1 was based on approximately
35 percent design plans. The information presented in this SEIR-2
incorporates approximately 65 percent design plans and associated
design changes and provides updates to the existing conditions
and regulatory environment since preparation of the previous BART
Silicon Valley California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA)
documents.

The FEIR and SEIR-1 are still valid for the full BART extension to
Santa Clara. The Draft SEIR-2 identified the changes to the project
since certification of the SEIR-1 in 2007 and disclosed the
environmental impacts associated with these changes for Phase 1
only. The California Transportation Commission will be notified of
all supplemental environmental documents related to BART Silicon
Valley.

VTA sincerely appreciates the California Transportation
Commission's support of the Silicon Valley Rapid Transit (SVRT)
program. VTA is in the process of preparing financial material in
response to this request and will be providing this to California
Transportation Commission staff as required.

VTA is working with Caltrans and California Transportation
Commission staff to bring forward a Traffic Congestion Relief
Program (TCRP) amendment separately identifying funding and
scheduling for Phase 1 and Phase 2. The amendment process will
be completed by mid-2011.

This Final SEIR-2 is scheduled to go to the VTA Board of Directors
(VTA Board) for their consideration on March 3, 2011. A 3rd
Supplemental EIR to address project changes as a result of future
phasing is planned to begin in 2012.

Comments Received on the Draft SEIR-2 49
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S-2.6 VTA will provide assurance that the selected alternative is
consistent with the project programmed by the Commission and is
included in the Regional Transportation Plan (RTP).

410 Comments Received on the Draft SEIR-2
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LETTER S-3

Sent By: CALTRANE THANSPORTATIO PLANNING; E10 206 5580) Dag-17-10  H:500u) Page V)8

=TATE CH A PO LA R EYESE. THANNSMEETATION AN il I
it

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

111 GHAND AVENUE .

P. 0. BOX 23660 2010 BEC 17 PR Y 48

OAKTAND, CA D4EEE D880 Flax yuur power!

FHONE (5 10) 286 6636 Be erorrgy effielenit

FAX [R10) 286 Gol
TTY'™

December 17, 2000
SCLODO147

SCH#2002022004
Mr. Tom Fitzwater
VTA Environmental Planmng. Building B
3331 North First Street
San Jose, CA 935134-1927

Dear Mr. Fitzwater:

Draft Znd Suppiemental Environmental Impact Repart for Bart Sificon Valley Phase |-
Berryessa Extension

Tiank you for including the California Department of Transportation {Depaniment) in the
environmential review process for the BART Silicon Valley Phase [-Berryessa Extension. The
following comments gre bosed on the Drufl 2md Supplemental Environmental Inpaet Report. As
lead agency, the Sania Clarg Valley Transportation Authonity ix responsible for all project
miligation. including any needed improvements 1o Stote highways. The project’s fair share
contnbubion, financing, schedulmg, and implementation responmibilities as well as lead agoney
monitoring shold be fully discussed for all proposed mitigation measures and the project’s
treffic mitigation fees should be specificully identified in the environmental document Any
required roadway improvements should be completed prior 1o issuance of project occupancy
permits, An encroachment permit is required when the project livolves work in the stule’s right
of way (ROW), The Department will not [ssue sn encroschment permil until our concerns are
ndequately addressed, Therefore, we strongly recommend that the lead agency ensure resolution
of the Department’s Califorme Environmental Quabity Act (CEQA) concerns prior 1o sabm tal

of the encroachment permit application

Highway Operation:
In section-4.2, please show the level of service (LOS) in wable furmat for all studied intersections and

Fresways for the existing, projected, Iunire 2030, and mitigated conditions for the Berryesss and
Milpitas Stations. Please provide existing trufMie volumes and tuming movements Tor ol studied
intersections. Include the proposed mitigation measures (o addross the LOS 1ssues. Plesse conduct o
stotion area operational analysis to determineg the effect of vehicular tmffic sccess to the proposed
BART stanons.

Page 4236, paragruph 4 Indicates that thvee of the 48 study intersootions curmently opersie at an
unaceeptable LOS. However, Table 4.2-18 only refers to two intersections. Please clanify.

Plewse identify Mizsion Boulsvird as State Roate 262,
MCudfrina imprites bty oomwl Colgfivma”™

S-3.1

S-3.2

S-3.3

Comments Received on the Draft SEIR-2 4-11
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#ent Hy: CALTRANG TRANSPONTATIO PrANNING; 530 288 5380: Dig-1T-10 J:50PK; Page 2/2

Mr. Tom Fitzwater, VTA Environmental Planning
December 17, 2010
Puge 2

Pedestrian and Bicycle Issues:
In order 10 improve pedestrian and eycle sovess to the Berryessa Station and reduce vehicle inps
S-3.5 on 1.5, 101 and Intersmre 880, BART shoutd work with the City of San Jose to provide pathway

connections to cul-de-sacs within housing developments fo the vicinity of the station

We look forward 1o continuing to work with you un this project. Should you have any questions
regrathing this letter please conluct me al 510-286-5536,

Sincercly,
b Gobon
L BECKY PRANK

District Branch Chicf
Fedaral Grantz / Rail Coordinarion

€. Stule Cleunnghouse

il tromn emproges retdilty arros) Califema®
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER S-3

Caltrans — Federal Grants/Rail Coordination

S-3.1

S-3.2

Section 4.2, Transportation, of the Draft SEIR-2 includes
mitigation measures that require the payment of a fair share
amount toward the implementation of required roadway
improvements. VTA will coordinate with the appropriate city or
county agencies during the final design phase of Phase 1 to define
the specific contribution, financing, and scheduling for the fair share
contributions.

In regards to the encroachment permit, Table 6-1 on page 6-14 of
the Draft SEIR-2 documents that an encroachment permit would be
required from the California Department of Transportation for
construction activities or traffic control within the State right-of-way
(ROW).

Two Transportation Impact Analysis (TIA) reports were prepared for
BART Silicon Valley that included an evaluation of traffic conditions
with Phase 1 on the surrounding transportation network. The
Milpitas BART Station TIA (December 2008) evaluated the specific
traffic impacts associated with the proposed Milpitas Station, while
the San Jose BART Stations TIA (December 2008) considered the
impacts of the proposed Berryessa Station. These TIAs are
incorporated into the Draft SEIR-2 by reference and the citations
are listed in Chapter 10, Bibliography, on page 10-1 of the Draft
SEIR-2.

Both TlAs include tables that identify the existing 2030 Phase 1 and
mitigated level of service (LOS) conditions. Traffic volumes and
turning movements for all of the studied intersections and freeway
segments are also identified. Table 14 on pages 64 and 65 of the
Milpitas BART Station TIA shows the traffic conditions for the
Milpitas Station under the 2030 Phase 1 With Improvements
condition (formerly titled the Berryessa Extension Project (BEP)
Alternative). Table 24 on pages 99 and 100 of the San Jose BART
Stations TIA shows the traffic conditions for the Berryessa Station
under the 2030 Phase 1 With Improvements condition. These TIAs
are available for review upon request at the VTA Offices, located at
3331 North First Street, in San Jose.

Subsection 4.2.7 on pages 4.2-30 through 4.2-75 of the Draft
SEIR-2 provides a summary of the conclusions from these TIAs
that have been incorporated by reference. Specifically, pages 4.2-
58 and 4.2-59 of the Draft SEIR-2 provide a summary of the TIAs

Comments Received on the Draft SEIR-2 413
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S-3.3

S-3.4

and consider the station access and circulation impacts at the
proposed Milpitas and Berryessa stations. All roadways within
each station would be constructed to accommodate the projected
year 2030 traffic volumes and operate at acceptable LOS.

The fourth paragraph on page 4.2-36 of the Draft SEIR-2 incorrectly
states that 3 of the 48 study intersections currently operate at an
unacceptable LOS during at least one of the peak hours. Table
4.2-18 on page 4.2-36 of the Draft SEIR-2 correctly shows that only
2 of the 48 study intersections (near the Milpitas Station) currently
operate at an unacceptable LOS. The text in the fourth paragraph
on page 4.2-36 of the Draft SEIR-2 has been revised as follows:

The results of the intersection level of service analysis under
existing conditions for the proposed BART Stations is
summarized in Table 4.2-18. The results show that 3-2 of
the 48 study intersections currently operate at an
unacceptable level of service (LOS E or F for local
intersections and LOS F for CMP intersections) during at
least one of the peak hours. CMP intersections are denoted
with an asterisk (*). The results are described by proposed
station area.

This text revision is also shown in Chapter 5, Draft SEIR-2 Errata,
of this Final SEIR-2.

This Final SEIR-2 amends Section 4.2, Transportation, of the
Draft SEIR-2 to refer to Mission Boulevard as State Route 262.

The first paragraph in subsection 4.2.2.2 on page 4.2-2 of the
Draft SEIR-2 has been revised as follows:

Phase 1 does not include any changes to local streets or
intersections that could create a design hazard. All roadway
geometrics and BART alignment features have been
designed to conform with applicable city, county, or Caltrans
standards and would therefore meet the necessary design
safety requirements. Further, any modifications to the
existing Union Pacific Railroad (UPRR) freight crossings with
local roadways have been designed in accordance with the
California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC) standards and
will be subject to CPUC approval prior to construction.

There are three existing at grade UPRR crossings with local
roadways along the Phase 1 alignment: Mission Boulevard
(State Route 262), Kato Road, and Dixon Landing Road.

414
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The Mission Boulevard (State Route 262) and Kato Road
UPRR crossings will be grade separated by other agencies.
Depending on the option selected for the Dixon Landing
Road Alignment per Design Change 8%, the existing UPRR
crossing at Dixon Landing Road would either remain at
grade or would be grade separated. The Retained Cut
Option has been selected as the preferred alignment
where the UPRR crossing at Dixon Landing Road would
remain at grade. Fherefore; Phase 1 would not
substantially increase hazards due to a design feature. No
mitigation is required.

The fourth paragraph in subsection 4.2.4.1 on page 4.2-9 of the
Draft SEIR-2 has been revised as follows:

AC Transit operates bus service in the eastern portions of
Alameda and Contra Costa counties and transbay commuter
bus service to downtown San Francisco. Various local
routes provide weekday and weekend service in Fremont,
Newark, and to a lesser extent, Union City. Line 217
provides bus service between Fremont and Milpitas from the
Fremont BART Station to the Great Mall Transit Center in
Milpitas, via Mission Boulevard (State Route 262) and
Warm Springs bBoulevards on 30-minute headway.

These text revisions are also shown in Chapter 5, Draft SEIR-2
Errata, of this Final SEIR-2.

S-3.5 Subsection 4.2.5.2 on pages 4.2-21 and 4.2-22 of the Draft SEIR-
2 describes the proposed pedestrian facilities at the Berryessa
Station. Sidewalks would be developed leading to and from all
station entrances and would be part of new roadways providing
internal circulation at the station site. VTA will continue to work with
city partners to encourage the development of pedestrian facilities
that connect to the BART stations from surrounding areas.

In regards to bicycle access, subsection 4.2.6.2 on pages 4.2-28
and 4.2-29 of the Draft SEIR-2 describes the proposed bicycle
access at the Berryessa Station. Figure 4.2-4 of the Draft SEIR-2
also shows the locations of existing bike lanes and paths within the
vicinity of the Berryessa Station. New bike lanes would be provided
on both sides of the proposed new roadway through the site, which
would connect to existing bike lanes on Berryessa Road to the
north and Mabury Road to the south. There are no existing bike
lanes or paths along the cul-de-sacs within the housing
developments in the vicinity of the Berryessa Station.

Comments Received on the Draft SEIR-2 4-15
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The Berryessa Station campus is directly adjacent to one
residential neighborhood located to the east. A shared-use pathway
to Salamoni Court has been planned to connect this neighborhood
with the station campus. Figure 2-2 in this Final SEIR-2 shows the
revised Berryessa Station plan.

4-16 Comments Received on the Draft SEIR-2
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LETTER S-4

o
STATE OF CALIFORNIA (‘fﬁ}

Governor's Office of Planning and Research

_ State Clearinghousé and Planning Unit M
Amold Bavwarsenegge Cathieen Cox
Chivermnr Acting Directar

December 17, 2010

Tom Fitrwater

Santy Clors Valley Tronsportation Authority
3331 N It Seeeet, Building B-3

Sun Jose, CA 95134-1927

Subject: BART Silicon Valley-Fhase | Berryessa Extension (formerly Silicon Valley Rapid Transit
Corridor)
SCH#: 200302200

Dear Tom Fiizwater:

The State Clearinghouse submitted the shove named Supplemental EIR 1o delected state apencies for

review., The review penod closed on December 15, 2010, und no state agencies submitted comments by

that date. Thin letter acknowledges that yeu have complied with the State Clesringhouse review S-4.1
reguirements for drafl environmental documents, purswant to the Califormis Environmentsl Qustity Act

Please call the Stute Clearinghouse ot (916) 445-08 | 3 i you leve any guestions regerding the
environmental review process 11 you have a question about the ahive-named project, please refer 1o the
fen-digit St Clearmghouse number when contastimg this office

Sincerel

Scon Morga
Director, State Clearinghouse

1400 TENTH STHEET P.0. BOX 3044 -SACRAMENTO, CALTFOUNIA. ABSIZ-B044
TEL (018} 446-001d  PAXA(B18) 020-0018  www.apr.cngov
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SCHY
Project Titla
Load Agency

Document Detalls Report
State Clearinghouss Data Base

2002022004
BART Silicon Valiay-Phags 1 Barryesss Extension (formady Sillcon Vatley Rapid Transil Cormidor)
Sanma Clara Valley Transporiaion Authorty

Typa

SIR  Suppiementsl EIR

Tha BART Siicon Valiey Projact (farmey referred to as the Silicon Vatiey Rapid Translt Corridos oo
SVRTC Projoc!) cangists of & 16 1-mibe axiarsion ol the Bay Area Ragid Transd (BART) syslem (rom
Ihe planned Warm Springs Station In Fremont hvough Milpilas and Sen Jose lo Sante Clara. Sea
Exninit 1

Sevaral dasign changes hava cocutrad Sinca Ihe project was approved In 2007, The mast subslantial
ching is hal the project would be consbucted in phases. Although VTA i6 commitied to buiiding the
full 161 mile axtension. the curmant stale ol the economy requires thal the pﬂ;ljﬂd be bulll with &
phesed-construction approach

Lead Agency Contact

Namae
Agency
Phona
emall
Address
City

Torm Fitewalo

Santa Clara Valley Transponalion Authority
408-321-5788 Fax  A08-321-5787
3331 N 15t Street, Buiiding B-2

Sen Jose Sitate CA  Zip 9573141027

Project Location

County

City

Reglon
Lat/Long
Cross Streals
Parcel No.
Township

EBanta Clara, Alameds
Midgitas, San Josa, Santa Clars, Framodd

ITAWAETNNZIETIFW
Iuitiphe
i tipli

5,88 Range W Saction 10-38 Base MDMEM

Froximity to:

Highways
Alrports
Railways
Waterways
Schools
Land Use

Hwy 237 87 BED, €63, 21
o

LUPFRR

it ik

maulipie

Mulliple

Project lssues

AssihetieVisual; Air Quality; Archasologic-Histonc; Biologioal Resources; Drainage/Absorphion;
Economics/Jobs. Flood Plain/Fiooding, Geologic/Selsmic, Noise, Population/Mousiog Batonce, Pubdic
Saervices; Recrealion/Parks; SchoolsUniversiias; Soll Erosion/Compaction/Grading; ToxicHazardous,
Teaffic/Circulation; Vegetation: Water Quakity; Walar Supply; Watand/Ripadan: Growth inducing;
Landute; Cumuialive Effects

Reviewing
Agencles

Caitrans, Divisson of Agronautics: Department of Conservation. Depanment of Figh and Game, Region
¥; Office of Histono Preservalion; Departmeni of Parks and Recroalion; Deparmunt of Wator
Resources; Resourcas, Recydling and Recovery; Cafifomia Highway Patrol; Calitene, District 4, CA
Daparmant af Public Haalth; Alr Resources Baard, Transporiation Projects; Raglanal Watar Quality
Caontrol Board, Region 2 Nallv Amafican Hetilege Commisgion: Pubilic Utiitlss Cammission

Date Recaived

TUOTRO0 Etart of Roview 11002010 End of Review 121152010

MNote: Blanks in data fields resull trom insuificien information prowded by 18 agoncy,
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER S-4

Governor’s Office of Planning and Research

S-4.1 The commenter indicates that they do not have any comments on
the Draft SEIR-2 and therefore no response is required.

Comments Received on the Draft SEIR-2 4-19
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LETTER S-5

STATEOF CALIFORNIA
Governor's Office of Planning and Ressarch

State Clearinghouse and Planning Unit

December 21, 2040

Tom Fitzwater

Sttt Clura Yalley Transporiubion Authonty
3330 N b Street, Building B-2

Sun Jose, CA 951341927

&)

Catbisn Con
Aty Director

Subjecl BART Silicon Valley-Phue | Berryvesss Extension (lormesly Silivon Valley Rupid Tronsit

Carridor)
SCH# 002022004

Diear Tom Filewuter:

S-5.1 envitonmental document

document and 10 consider them prior 1o twking (ingl setion on the proposed project,

The enclosed commen (5) on your Supplemental ENR was (were) receved by the Stule Cleannghoose afler
the end of the state review pariod, which elosad an Decembar™ 572000, 'We arg forwarding these
comuments to you beeuose they provide information or mise msues that should be addressed m your fingl

The Culifornin Envimoomental Cuality Act does ool require Lead Agencies 1o respond o lute comments,
However, we encournge you 1o incorporate these additional commants into your final environmenial

I"erse contact the Smic Cleannghouse ar (416) 443-0613 if you huve any questions concerning the
envimnmentil review process, 11 you have a quastion reganding the above-named project, please refer o

the ten-dijgit Staie Clearinghouse number (2002022004 ) when contacting this office.

Hincerely,

Scaon
Drirectir, State Cleuringhouse

Enclosurss
ce: Resources Agency

1400 TENTH STHEET P.O. BOX 3044 SACRAMENTD, CALTFORNIA 06812-2044

TEL (916) 446-0818 PAX (916) 323-0018  www.opr.sn.gov
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fent By: CALTRANE 7 1 .
To: BTATECLEAR mm;‘“"ﬁ:ﬂgﬂq’:&;ﬂ;g% 510 288 5580: Boo-17-10  3:EBPM; Puga 1/2
BTATE OF Gl IWOENTA— DUSTHESS TRANKPORTATION AND SOUSING AGENCY R N T L
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
111 CRAND AVENUE
P D, BOX 23680
g;.‘g..l mﬂmﬂmmw A a‘.ﬁll J-lurpu-\:
) dhf-6636 £ive mery ffieiant
FAX (510} 260-5569 v |,|:n HECEIVED
TTY 71 .ﬂm'-
VL DEC 17 2010
LG
2 CLEARING HOUSE
December 17, 2010 BTAIE
SCLOM 147
SCHH2002022004

Mr Tom Fitzwater

VTA Environmental Plunning, Building B
3331 North Firar Stroet

Son Tose, CA 95134-1927

Denr Mr, Fitawater:

Diraft 2nd Sopplemental Environmental Impact Report for Bart Silicon Yalley Phase 1-
Berryessa Extension

Thank you for including the California Department of Transportation (Deparument)in the
environmental review process for the BART Sthicon Valley Phase 1-Berryessa Extension. The
following commentx arc based on the Dmift 2nd Supplemental Environmental Impact Reporl. As
lead agency, the Sant Clara Valley Transportation Authority is respomaible for all praject
mitigatian, including any neaded improvemeants (o State highways The projeet’s far share
contribution, finencing, scheduling, and implementation responsibilitics as well &s lead agency
memitoning should be fully discussed for dll proposed mitigation messures and the project’s
maffic mitigation fees should be specifically identified in the environmental document. Any
required roadway improvements should be completed prior to issuance of project occupancy
permits. An encroachment permit is required when the project involves work in the staze’s right
of way (ROW). The Deparrment will not izsue an encroachment permit until our concems are
adequately sddressed, Therefore, we strongly recommend that the lead agency ensure resolution
af the Deparment's California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) concems prior to submittal
of the encrouchment permit applicarion.

Highway Operatton:
In sectinn 4.2, please show the level of service (LOS) in tble format fur all studied intersections and

frecwiys for the existing, projected, future 2030, and mitigated conditions for the Berryesas and
Milpitas Stations. Please provide existing waffic volumes and raming movements for all studied
intersections, Include the proposed mitigation measures Lo address the LOS iasues. Please conduct a
station area operational andilysis to derermine the effact of vehicular traffic access Lo the proposed
BART siatons.

Page 4.2-36, paragraph 4 indicates that three of the 48 siudy intersections cummently operate ar an
unsoccplable LOS. However, Table 4.2-18 only refers to two intersections. Please clanify.

Please wdennty Mizsion Boulevard ax State Route 262,
*Calivans imgeotes mability seross Califsrnia®
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Ssnt By: CALTRANS TRANSPORTATIO PLANNING; 510 286 5580: Oec-17:10 3:%8PU; Page 2/2

Mr. Tom Fitzwater, VTA Environmental Plannmg
December 17, 2010
Mage 2

Pedestrian and Bieyele Isaes:
In order to improve pedestrian and bicycle access 1o the Berrycssa Station and reduce vehicle tps

on U.S, 101 und Interstate 880, BART should work with the City of San Jose 10 provide pathway
connections (0 cul-de-sacs within housing developments in the vicimity of the station,

We look forward 1o continuing to work with you on this project. Should you have any questions
regurding this leter please contact me ot 510-286-5536.

Sincerely,

BECKY FRANK

Dhgirici Branch Chief

Federal Gramts / Rayl Coordimation
c: State Cleaninghouse

“Culirana bmprures mobility iviroms {ibifarnis®
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER S-5

Governor’s Office of Planning and Research

S-5.1 The commenter indicates that a letter from the Department of
Transportation - Federal Grants/Rail Coordination was received by
the State Clearinghouse subsequent to the close of the public
review period (i.e., December 15, 2010). This letter is included in
this Final SEIR-2 as Comment Letter S-3. See responses to
Comment Letter S-3.
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER R-1

Santa Clara County

R-1.1

The Reid Hillview Santa Clara County Airport is located
approximately 3.3 miles southeast of the terminus of Phase 1 and
according to the Reid Hillview Airport Comprehensive Land Use
Plan, the Phase 1 alignment would not be located within the Airport
Influence Area.

The discussion of Air Traffic Safety in subsection 4.2.2.1 has been
updated to include additional text about the Reid Hillview Santa
Clara County Airport. The first paragraph under the heading “Air
Traffic Safety” on page 4.2-2 of the Draft SEIR-2 has been revised
as follows:

No airports are located within “4-mile of the Phase 1 area.
The closest airport is the San Jose International Airport
located approximately 2.3 miles west of the proposed
Berryessa Station site. The Reid Hillview Santa Clara
County Airport is located 3.3 miles southeast of the
terminus of Phase 1 near the Berryessa Station site.’

This text revision is also shown in Chapter 5, Draft SEIR-2 Errata,
of this Final SEIR-2.

! According to the Reid-Hillview Airport Comprehensive Land Use Plan, the Phase 1 alignment would not be

within the Airport Influence Area.

Comments Received on the Draft SEIR-2 4-25
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LETTER R-2
VTA ENV.
7 | PROGRAMS & RESOURCES
W10DEC 3 PN 2 12

nty

CHIEF EXECUTIVE OFFICE
Richard W. Robinson
Chief Executive Officer

Patricia Hill Thomas
Chief Operations Officer/
Assistant Executive Officer

Monica Nino-Reid
Assistant Executive Officer

Stan Risen
Assistant Execulive Officer

1010 10" Slreel, Suite 6800, Modesto, CA 95354
PO Box 3404, Modesto, CA 95353-3404
Phone: 209.525 6333 Fax 209 544.6226

STANISLAUS COUNTY ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW COMMITTEE

November 29, 2010

Tom Fitzwater

VTA Environmental Planning, Building B
3331 North First Street

San Jose, CA 95134-1927

SUBJECT: ENVIRONMENTAL REFERRAL — SANTA CLARA VALLEY
TRANSPORTATION AUTHORITY — BART SILICON VALLEY -

PHASE 1 BERRYESSA EXTENSION

Mr. Fitzwater:

The Stanislaus County Environmental Review Committee (ERC) has reviewed

R-2.1 the subject project and has no comments at this time.

The ERC appreciates the opportunity to comment on this project.

Sincerely,

Fa .
(___‘ /L-LA'-‘“ f//“"M (_'f:;:‘('_./x-fn.l--v\.a

Christine Almen, Senior Management Consultant
Environmental Review Committee

cc: ERC Members

4-26 Comments Received on the Draft SEIR-2


e.antin
Typewritten Text
LETTER R-2

e.antin
Line

e.antin
Typewritten Text
R-2.1

e.antin
Line

e.antin
Line


BART Silicon Valley 2" Supplemental EIR

RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER R-2

Stanislaus County

R-2.1 The commenter indicates that they do not have any comments on
the Draft SEIR-2 and therefore no response is required.

Comments Received on the Draft SEIR-2 4-27
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER R-3

County of Santa Clara — Roads and Airports Department

R-3.1 The Draft SEIR-2 discusses potential roadway improvements to
reduce traffic impacts. However, since VTA does not have
jurisdiction over these roadways, coordination and approval by
Santa Clara County and the cities of Milpitas and San Jose are
required. The future improvements and fair share contribution will
be identified in conjunction with the jurisdictional agencies prior to
occurrence of the impact.

Comments Received on the Draft SEIR-2 4-29
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LETTER L-1
- ot J
i
—— |
W= VTA EN a!ell
December 17, 2010 PROGRAMS & RESOURCES
> MENT.

Tom Fitawater

g0 pEC 20 PM 3 48

EATA Environmental Phnning, DBudlding 13
3331 Morth First Streel
_Sam Jose, UA 95134-1927

RE:  Drafi 2°" Supplemental Environmentul npact Report for the BART Silicon
Valley Project

Dear Mr. Fitewater:
The City of Santa Clara has received and reviewed the Draft 2% Supplemental

_ Environmental Impact Report for the BAKRT Silicon Valley Project and does not have any
comments on the content or adeguacy of the document. Thank you for the opporunity to
review e environmental docoment.

—_

b,
Cuﬁ Painter, City Pl

e Kevin Riley, Director of Planiing and Inspection
" Rajeey Batra, Direetor of Phablic Works
Dennig Ny, Trallfie Engineer

FAPLANH byt Sk iamyenmrmaaisll 16 Snd Soppdomeiaod Dl L0 wmmmmgan dog

A\ N BRI CTLAR

/
£

7500 yiartarton Avswws
Sisa Elir, G BHOE0
0] 6152450

Féud {a0E] 247-8A57
A BT ACI CR DOV
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER L-1

City of Santa Clara

L-1.1 The commenter indicates that they do not have any comments on
the Draft SEIR-2 and therefore no response is required.

Comments Received on the Draft SEIR-2 4-31
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L-2.1

L-2.2 |

L-2.3

L-2.4

LETTER L-2

i ~ City Or MiLpiTas

it Hagt Calaviai TI e b, Delnmi v O day 'Il':h. | ;i.h_;_ ﬂ:it-uum's—"' L gl

ESD
cRAMS & RE
PRO MEMT,

7y pec 47 TR 3 54
December 17, 2010

Mr- Tom Fitzwaler

VTA = Environmental Planning Department
1331 North First Street, Rldg I

San Jose, CA 95]34

RE  Duafl Second Supplementil Environmental Tnipact Repart
BART Extension 1o Milpitaz, San Jose. and Sana Clara

Dear Mr. Fitzwaiter,

Thank you for the epportunity 1o comment on the Draft Second Supplemental Epvironmental
Impact Report (DSSEIR ) dated November 2000 for the Bay Area Rapid Transi (BART)
Extension Project to Milpitas, San Jose, and Santy Clars. This letter foeuses om the major
comcerns Milpitas has reganding the design changes deseribed in the DSSEIR: Desipn Chuange
Mos. 8 & 12, and Construction Staging,

1. Dixon Landing Road Alignment (Devign Change o ¥)

The City of Milpitas provided comments on the scope of the DSSEIR on September 13,
2010 requesting the DSSETR be conmistent with the conclusions contmined within the
March 2010 Record of Decision (ROD) from the Federal Transit Admimsiration. The
DSSEIR did address the unavoidable significant construction impacts resulting from the
BART At Grade olignmem discussed in the ROIY. However, the DSSEIR did not address
the safety impacts of the At Grade option mcluding increased pedestnan - vehicle
conflicts, Amencans with Disability Act sccessibility standards, and emergency vehicle
sccess. In addition, the At Grade option may require displacement of several mohile
homes o sccommodate this utility relocation,

!d

Curtis Avenue to Trade Zone Boulevard (Dvsign Clange #12)

Inereasing the lengil of the relained cul option could alter the Tood plain in this viciniy.
The DSSEMR should inelude an analysis of this potential impact

3. Construction Staging ol Piper Drive (Section 719 Construction)
All of Piper Drive is now being shown as & Construction Staging Area (Figure 4,19-3)
Severul properties, including oceupied industrial buildings, depend on Piper Deive as
their ondy public aeeess. The DSSEIR showld inelude un analysis of the resulting tuffic
impacts und [oss of emergency access that would result from this wmporary loss of
MCess,

(emerd] Dnbormmamicnn gt b
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Genernl Comments
The follivwing are generul comments onspecilic changes (o the DESSEIR the City s
reyuesting:

Desipn and land reservations for the Future Transit Facility /' Surface Parking for the Milpis
Station Plan (Figure 3-9) in the DSSEIR need to be updated

Project desipn and architectural planning of the Future Trunsit Facility/Surfuce Parking wea
hias advanced and changed significantly since the preparation of the orfiging EIR. Motably,
the last Milpitas Station Plun shown 1o the Milpins City Council had véry Hmited surface
parking, which' iz consistent with VTA's Commumity Desipn & Tramsporiation Guidelines
and Milpitas” Transit Area Specific Plan. Nonethelisss, the DSSEIR in Figure 3-9 currently
shows i lund reservation [or the Fulure Transit Facility / Surface Parking for the Milpitas
Station Plan that s unchanged trom the original EIR analysis and is inconsistent with current
design plans and planning documemis. ‘Lherefore, the amount of land area reserved for the
Fulore Transit Faelity / Surface Parking o Frgure 3-9 should be reduced and annotations
updated sppropriotely.

115 kV Transmission Line Relocation (Design Change #16)
Ihe DSSEIR should include an analysis of undergroumding the transmission lings crossing
Montugue Expressway as an option to relocation,

SSEIR Figure 4.2-4
The City of Milpitas adopted g pew Bikeway Master Plan fn 2009, Figure 4.2-4 should be
updated to include the planned bikeway improvements within the City,

I your have amy guestions or coneerns regarding our commends, please contact James Lindsay wt
408-586-1273 ar Gireg Armenduriz al 405-586-3317,

s . Willinms
City Managet
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER L-2

City of Milpitas

L-2.1

The California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC) has regulatory
jurisdiction over railroad grade crossings and submitted a letter
dated September 1, 2010 on the Draft SEIR-2. In the letter, the
CPUC reiterated their support for the At Grade Option for the BART
alignment at Dixon Landing Road. Attachment L-2 to this response
includes the letters from the City of Milpitas (dated December 15,
2010) and VTA (dated December 27, 2010) supporting the
Retained Cut Option. The content of these letters justifying the
Retained Cut Option is summarized below. The Retained Cut
Option has been selected as the preferred alignment.

Under the At Grade Option, the BART alignment would be
constructed at grade and Dixon Landing Road would be
reconstructed to cross under the existing at grade UPRR tracks and
the proposed BART alignment, providing a fully grade separated
crossing. Under the Retained Cut Option, the BART alignment
would be constructed within a retained cut and would cross under
Dixon Landing Road. The existing UPRR crossing at Dixon
Landing Road would remain at grade.

Freight Train Movement History: There is no record of any train-
related accident occurring at this location. Also, train speeds and
freight traffic volume is low. Therefore, there is no existing safety
issue that would require full grade separation.

Safety Considerations: Full grade separation may increase the
risk of accidents due to the abrupt vertical curvature and limited
sight distance.

Emergency Vehicle Access to Spinnaker Apartments: Full
grade separation would require the reconfiguration of one of the
two access driveways resulting in a driveway that would be either in
direct violation with the California Fire Code, or would cause a
substantial loss of parking.

Property Impacts: Full grade separation would require the
lowering of Milmont Drive at Dixon Landing Road. This would
cause impaired pedestrian access to and from all properties
surrounding the intersection, the elimination of at least one other
driveway serving an office development in the northwest quadrant
of the intersection, and the previously mentioned reconfiguration of
the access driveway to Spinnaker Apartments.

4-34
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Pedestrian Crossing Impacts: Full grade separation would result
in a barrier to free movement across the City of Milpitas. A level
crossing facilitates movement of bicycles and pedestrians. The
steep grades and relatively limited visibility of an undercrossing
present a barrier to users. A grade separation would also present a
barrier to disabled persons and not be compliant with the
Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) and California Title 24. A
maximum two percent grade is permitted under ADA accessible
route standards. The At Grade Option would require a five percent
grade that would be in conflict with ADA standards.

In the existing condition, a crosswalk is provided only on the east
leg of the Milmont Drive and Dixon Landing Road intersection. This
is due to the very heavy volume of eastbound left turns at this
location. To accommodate this heavy turning movement, the City
of Milpitas has constructed dual eastbound left turn lanes and
omitted the crosswalk on the west leg so that turning traffic is not
interrupted by pedestrian crossings. In a fully grade-separated
condition, ADA considerations would require eliminating the
existing crosswalk on the east leg, and relocating it to the west leg.
This could cause further delay for turning vehicles. In addition,
because the major attractor of pedestrian traffic at this location is
the shopping center on the southeast corner, there is concern that
many pedestrians will continue to cross on the east side of the
intersection, without the benefit of a protected crosswalk and in an
area of reduced visibility.

Construction Period Impacts: Construction of a fully grade
separated crossing would require additional environmental
clearance, the purchase of additional ROW, and extensive detours
during construction.

L-2.2 Subsection 4.15.4.1 on page 4.15-7 of the Draft SEIR-2 states that
the Dixon Landing Road Alignment would not result in any
permanent business or residential displacements during operation.
Table 4.19-5 on page 4.19-39 of the Draft SEIR-2 summarizes the
temporary displacements associated with construction of Phase 1.
Appendix D of this Final SEIR-2 also shows the locations of the
temporary displacements specific to the construction of the Dixon
Landing Road Alignment. Construction activities at this location
would result in the temporary loss of parking spaces and
landscaping for up to three years, but the sites would be restored to
pre-construction conditions after construction activities are
complete. The Dixon Landing Road Alignment would not result in
any permanent or temporary displacements to mobile homes.

Comments Received on the Draft SEIR-2 4-35
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L-2.3

The retained cut BART alignment from Curtis Avenue to Trade
Zone Boulevard was considered in the FEIR and SEIR-1. As part
of this SEIR-2, Design Change 12, Curtis Avenue to Trade Zone
Boulevard, would reduce the length of the retained cut configuration
options compared to the retained cut options evaluated in the FEIR
and SEIR-1. Section 4.18 of the FEIR included an evaluation of the
retained cut BART alignment, including the portion defined as
Design Change 12 between Curtis Avenue and Trade Zone
Boulevard. As shown on Figure 4.18-2 of the FEIR, the retained
cut alignment between Curtis Avenue and Trade Zone Boulevard
would cross through areas of the Federal Emergency Management
Agency’s (FEMA) designated 100-year floodplain. Page 4.18-22 of
the FEIR states that the retained cut BART alignment would be
within the 100-year floodplain of Berryessa and Lower Penitencia
creeks for a distance of about one mile.

Pages 4.18-21 and 4.18-22 of the FEIR and pages 4.19-44 and
4.20-11 of the Draft SEIR-2 also state that the Santa Clara Valley
Water District (SCVWD) and US Army Corps of Engineers (ACOE)
are planning a number of flood protection projects in Santa Clara
County including the Upper and Lower Berryessa Creek flood
protection projects. The Upper and Lower Berryessa Creek flood
protection projects would eliminate the 100-year floodplain in the
area that includes the retained cut portion from Curtis Avenue to
Trade Zone Boulevard. In the event that the flood protection
project is not implemented on schedule, additional hydrologic and
hydraulic studies will be prepared during subsequent engineering
phases. The design criteria would be incorporated into Phase 1 to
ensure that the BART trackway and facilities are protected from the
100- or 500-year flood event, as required, and that Phase 1 does
not exacerbate flooding or change local flooding conditions. For
example, if the flood protection projects on Berryessa and Upper
Penitencia creeks were not in place or under construction by the
time Phase 1 was operational, the BART trackway would act as a
barrier to the east-west flood flows, except where roads cross the
tracks near Milpitas Station, including Montague Expressway, the
extended East Milpitas Boulevard, North Capitol Avenue, and
Trade Zone Boulevard. The limited road crossing widths
(approximately 500 feet) would result in raising floodplain
elevations. Therefore, drainage structures or siphons may be
required under the BART tracks to minimize the rise in floodplain
elevations, and the capacity of the drainage entering East
Penitencia Channel may need to be enlarged. In addition, the
increase in the base flood elevations would require parapets of the
retained cut U-walls to be raised above the base floodplain
elevation. Flood proofing may also be needed to the Milpitas
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Station facilities and some nearby existing structures. Details of
such design requirements would be determined with additional
analysis, if required. VTA will continue to coordinate with the
SCVWD and ACOE on the status of completion of these flood
control projects.

The discussion of floodplain impacts relative to project construction,
including construction of Design Change 12, Curtis Avenue to
Trade Zone Boulevard, has been updated to include additional
clarifying text. Paragraphs 2 and 3 under the heading “Floodplains”
on page 4.19-44 of the Draft SEIR-2 have been revised as follows:

The Phase 1 alignment passes through 100-year floodplain
mapped by FEMA at several locations. Flood protection
projects are planned and/or programmed (funded) to
address flooding conditions in the Phase 1 area by the local
flood control agencies. Refer to subsection 4.20.2.4 of
this SEIR-2 for a discussion of the specific flood
protection programs within the vicinity of Phase 1.

The objective of the flood control projects is to upgrade the
creek channels and cross-drainage facilities to contain the
100-year flows within the channel. Once completed, these
projects will eliminate flooding in the areas of improvements,
which include along the Phase 1 alignment. In the event
these flood control projects are not completed by the time
Phase 1 is under construction, or if these projects are under
construction concurrently with Phase 1, the construction
sites could be subject to flooding if a 100-year flood event
were to occur. The option of scheduling construction during
the non-rainy season will be evaluated in floodplain areas,
and temporary flood control measures will be implemented
during construction if necessary. If needed, construction in
the flood prone areas will be completed in stages to
minimize flooding impacts. Scheduling of construction
will consider wet weather constraints in the floodplain
areas. VTA will coordinate with the local flood control
agencies and cities on the design and implementation of
the flood control measures during construction.

If the flood control projects are significantly delayed
until after the Phase 1 is complete and the system is
operational, VTA will re-evaluate the floodplain
conditions in this area and integrate flood mitigation
measures in accordance with the local flood control
agency requirements. VTA will coordinate with the local

Comments Received on the Draft SEIR-2 4-37
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L-2.4

L-2.5

flood control agencies and cities on the design and
implementation of the flood control measures during or
after Phase 1 construction if the flood control projects
are not implemented on Berryessa Creek.

This change is also shown in Chapter 5, Draft SEIR-2 Errata, of
this Final SEIR-2.

Figure 4.18-2 has also been added to the Draft SEIR-2 to show the
floodplains in the vicinity of Phase 1 in the City of Milpitas. The
revised figure is shown in Chapter 5, Draft SEIR-2 Errata, of this
Final SEIR-2.

The Piper Drive cul-de-sac north of Montague Expressway and
east of the UPRR ROW would be used as a construction staging
area (CSA) for the materials lay down associated with phased
construction of the freight rail industrial lead track and extensive
utility relocations. Subsection 4.19.4.4 on page 4.19-25 of the
Draft SEIR-2 evaluates construction impacts to emergency access.
To address construction impacts to local businesses, Mitigation
Measure CNST-1 on page 4.19-1 of the Draft SEIR-2 requires VTA
to develop a Construction Education and Outreach Plan to
coordinate construction activities with existing business operations
and other development projects. The Construction Education and
Outreach Plan would also establish a process that will address the
concerns of businesses and their customers and property owners.
As part of this Plan, VTA will coordinate with the property owners
and businesses that are potentially affected by the Piper Drive CSA
to ensure access is maintained as required. As noted in
subsection 4.19.4.1 on page 4.19-12 of the Draft SEIR-2, VTA will
also work with police departments to monitor roadway closures and
provide manual traffic control for detour routes as necessary. With
these measures, construction impacts to vehicular traffic and
emergency access would be considered less than significant.

The footprint of the Milpitas Station campus has been reduced
based on refinements to campus engineering and design. The
revised Milpitas Station site plan is shown as Figure 2-1 of this
Final SEIR-2. The new footprint reflects discussions with the City
of Milpitas and other design modifications.
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L-2.6

L-2.7

The environmental analysis of the relocation of the 115 kilovolt (kV)
transmission lines along Montague Expressway did not result in
any significant impacts. Therefore, other options were not
discussed in the Draft SEIR-2. However, earlier reviews concluded
that undergrounding this line would substantially increase the costs
and therefore this option was dropped from further consideration.
Additionally, these transmission lines are exempt from designation
as part of an underground utility district under Chapter 3
(Conversion of Overhead Utility Facilities) in the Milpitas Code of
Ordinances. Chapter 3, Section 6, Ordinance 6.01-4 states, “Poles,
overhead wires, and associated overhead structures used for the
transmission of electric energy at nominal voltages in excess of
34,500 volts” are exceptions to underground installation.

Figure 4.2-4 on page 4.2-27 of the Draft SEIR-2 has been updated
to include the existing and planned bikeway improvements within
the City of Milpitas. The revised figure is shown in Chapter 5,
Draft SEIR-2 Errata, of this Final SEIR-2.
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L-2 ATTACHMENT

A AW TR i L AR oa

Vailey Transportation Authority

77

Docember 27, 20100
adr. Baren Galhert
Superviser, Rall Crossings Engincering Section
Consumer Pratection and Satety Division
Califernia Public Utilities Commission

180 Promenade Circle, Suile 113

Sacramente, CA Y5834

L3ear Mr. Crilbert:

W have received your letter dated Seprember 1. 2010, regarding the raillway crossing on
Dixen Landing Road (o the City of Milpitas. Subseguently, g meeting was held on
Novembuer 23, 20080 with CPUC, in which ¥1TA and the City of Milpitas prosenigd
additional information regarding this location for yvour consideration. This letter
summarizes the additiemal information, as you suggested in the meeling, In light of our
mueeting and the additional information, we would like CPUC to reconsider their position
on the configuration of the fuwre BART Silicor Yalley cxtension crossing Dixan
Landing Koad.

As you know, VT A and the City of Milpitis both favor a design for the Dison Landing
Road crossing that would place BART in a grade-separaied condition below the roadway,
leaving the Union Pacific Railroad freight tracks in an at-grade configuration, Inyvour
letter. you outlined several reasons supporting the CPUCs view that a fully prade-
separaled conditon is reguired at this location. However, YA and the City belicve that
there are several other signiticant {actors that should be considered belore amiving aa
conclusion:

I. Frcight Train Movement History

a. Accident history  There 13 no record of any train-related accident occurring
at this Jocation,

b, Fregueney of trains  The volume of freight raffic is low. In 2007, when
VTA studicd this crossing as a candidate for a grade crossing projeet, there
were just seven trains a day. Sinee then, the closure of the NIMMI auto plant
has likely reduced the number of trains, In addition, ¥VTA's BART extensinn
project may resuli in further decreases becawse existing Teirht service south
of Montague Expressway will be discontinued.

Y331 Mperd First frept - Sup Iase, (A 9371240977 - ddmanistrotior 0B 3215555 - Loslomer Serwiee 408 33 3300
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Me. Danen {ridbent
Irecemaber 27, 20100
iage 2ol

c. Spezd of trains Pecawse the crossing OF Dizon Landing Read is located
hetween two closely-spaced rail yvards {Warm Springs and Milpitas). rain
speeds are low, with a speed limit of | § mph,

2. Bafety considerations
W understand that the CPPUCTs primary concern is public safity ol rail cressings.
The potertial safety risks at this erossing are nat limited 1 accidents involving trains.
While a full orade separation would eliminate the risk of train-related aceidents, it
mightactually imcrease other tvpes of risks. including the following:

a. Traffic safery — The crossing point s located approximately midway between
Interstate 880 and Milpitas Blvd., the principal sircet of Milpitas, The distance
between these arterial roadways is houted, resulting in a need for abrapd vertical
curvature and limited sight distance to achicve the required grade change, This
will requine lowering the speed limit from 40 mph (existingd (o 35 mph ar less.
We are concerned that many deivers will continue 1o drive at the higher speed.
resulting thoincreased aceidens oisk,

b Sight distarece and other traffic safety issues - The City of Milpitas has provided
a separate letter {atached) which outlines further concerns on the part of the City
teparding the grade separation option. These include sight distanee
considentions for traftic on Dixon Lamling Read. The City"s analysis concludes
that the Dixon Landing Road grade separation design does not meet AASHTO
sight distance standards.

LAk

Emerpency vehicle aecess to Spinnaker Apartments

The Spinnaker Apartments is a large residential complex served by just two driveway
cnranves, both on Dixon Landing Road in the northeast quadram of the crossing.
(ne of those entry points is within the area that would be substaruially depressed to
ereute the grude separation. As a result, the reconfigured driveway would require
extensive reconstruction to remain aceessible to cmergency vehicles, resulting in a
substantial loss of parking spaces. The City of Milpitas has expressed concern
regarding safety and emergency access al this site if the road were prade separated.
The attached letter from the City's Pire Chief and IFire Marshal nowes that the access
design would met meet their requirements for a second acccss and theretore would be
in dirgct violation with the California Fire Code and Oty Standard Practice.

4. Property impacts
Your letwer states “The only consequence in grade separating both BART and LIP
tracks is the loss of a single driveway to the commereial Jot in the southwest
quadrant.” We believe there are additional impacts which should be considered:

«  Milmont Drive - The intersection of Milmont Drive and Dixon Landing Road is
located less than 300 feet from the rall crossing. As a resuls, this busy indersection
witlld need to be lowered by up 1o six feet to accomplish the grade separation.
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Mr. Daren Gilbert
December 27, 2010
Page 3 of 4

Pedestrian access to and from all properties surrounding the intersection would be
impaired. Accessibility for disabled persons would be permanently reduced
because the existing relatively level intersection would be placed on a steeper
gradient.

e At least one other driveway, serving the office development on the northwest
quadrant, would be eliminated.

» Asnoted above, the entry to Spinnaker Apartments would be permanently
affected, with a steep grade connecting the complex to the public street network.

5. Pedestrian Crossing Impacts
A full grade separation would result in a barrier to free movement between the two
halves of the City. A level crossing facilitates movement of bicycles and pedestrians.
The steep grades and relatively limited visibility of an undercrossing present a
perceived barrier to these users. A grade separation would also present a barrier to
disabled persons and not be compliant with the Americans with Disabilities Act and
California Title 24.

In the existing condition, a crosswalk is provided only on the east leg of the Milmont
Drive/Dixon Landing Road intersection. This is due to the very heavy volume of
eastbound left turns at this location. To accommodate this heavy turning movement,
the City has constructed dual eastbound left turn lanes and omitted the crosswalk on
the west leg so that turning traffic is not interrupted by pedestrian crossings. In a fully
grade-separated condition, ADA considerations would require eliminating the
existing crosswalk on the east leg, and relocating it to the west leg. This could cause
further delay for turning vehicles. In addition, because the major attractor of
pedestrian traffic at this location is the shopping center on the southeast corner, there
is concern that many pedestrians will continue to cross on the east side of the
intersection, without the benefit of a protected crosswalk and in an area of reduced
visibility

6. Construction Period Impacts
The construction of a fully grade-separated crossing on this busy arterial street would
substantially increase the complexity of the BART construction. It would necessitate
State and Federal environmental clearance of the changed condition and purchase of
additional right-of-way. The additional environmental and right-of-way requirements
would potentially delay the start of Dixon Landing Road construction by a year or
more and the more complex construction could also add to the total construction
duration at Dixon Landing Road. Because the construction would involve extensive
detours and changes of traffic patterns, the risk of vehicular accidents during this time
would be increased for the duration of construction. Emergency access for City of
Milpitas fire and police services would be impacted for the entire duration of the
construction. This presents a substantial impact to area residents and businesses
which we believe should be considered.
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11 Lharen Gilbert
Pegomlyec 27, 200
Pipe J ol d

The Record of ecision for the federal Final Environmental Impact Statement on the
Silicon Valley Berryvessa Extension articulates reasons that VA and the City of Milpitas
support constrogtion of BART i a eetattwed cut under Ieson Landing Boad, Updated
cost ealimiales show that both comfigurations at Dixon Landing Road have similur
projected costs for comstruction. However, doc to the inerease 1 the construetion
schedule, added real estate requirenients, and the necd Tor additional environmental
clearance, the fully prade-separted condition adds several million dollars to the overall
project cosk.,

Y I'A appreciates the epportunity w present additional information and CPUCTs
willingness to revicw its position on this matter. With vour ¢concurrenee, ¥1TA would like
to proceed with approval of the opteon to construet BART under Dixon Landing Road via
the GO R8-B procedurne,

Sincerely.
Loy [1) Gt

Carolyn i ..
Chief 3V

Tonot
" Program Officer

Ce: Michael Boms, VTA
Lo Williams, City of Milpitas
Crreg Armendariz, City of Milpitas
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CITY OF MILPITAS

453 Easy CALAVERAS BOULEVARD, MILPITAS, CALTFORKIA 95035-5479
GEKERAL INFORMATION: 408-586-3000, TDD: =86-3013, www, o ntlpitas e gy

Pecember 15, 2010

Carolyn Gonol

Chief SVRT Program Cflcer
SVRT Project

Yalley Transpodaion Authority
3331 M. First Street

San Jose, Ca.

br. Daren Gilberl

Supervisor, Rail Crossings Enginecring Scelion
Conswmier Protection and Salety Division
Cabifornia Public Ttilities Commission

1 30 Promenade Circle, Suite 115

Sacramento, A Y5834

Subject: City Preferred Alternative for BART Freight Ratlroad Crossing at Dixon Landing Road
Dear Carolyn and Daren,

Thank you both for mesting with the City of Milpilas on November 23, 2010, to allow the City 1o discuss
i's concemns regarding the Dixon Landmg/BART Freight railroad grade separation alternative and present
the basis for the City's preferred *BART in a relained-cut” alierative, which maintains Dixon Landing
Road at-grade with an at-grade railroad crossing. As we discusaed al our meeting, 1he City’s coneerns with
the Dixon Landing Road grade-separation (Dixon Landing under an at-grade BART and freight railroad)
are primarily due to public safery (fire and trafTic) problems which this altesnative ¢reales, There ars also
geveral other izsucs with Lhis grade-separation alternative, including the relocation of public utilities unto
the private mobile home fontage road fon the southside of Dixon Landing Road.) We belicve (his grade-
separation altemate requires displacement of several mobile homes to accommodate this utility relocation.
I adddition, we expressed the fire safety and traffic safety issues that this gde-separation altemative also
creates. As requested and for your reference, attached is 3 memorandem from the City Fire Chief and Fire
Marshall which addresses the loss of Lhe sccond fire access to Spinaker Apanment.  Below is the Traffic
Engineer’s analysis and safily coneerns relaled to the grade-separation:

Eastside Crosswalk crossing Dixon Landing Road

Ak the inlersection of Dixen Landing Road and Milment Drive, the shopping center located on the
southeast corner of the intersection is the primarily pedestiian ttaffic generator in the area. The
pedestrian rouwte for industrial businesses north of Dixon Landing Road and residential hoosings
located north of Dixen Landing Read and east of the UPRR tracks make use of the existing eastside
crosswilk to cross Dixon Landing Road to reach the shopping center. Reloculing Lhe eastside
crosswalk to the westside of the intersection will significantly increasc pedestrian walking distancc

1
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and travel time. Elimination of the eastside crosswalk will lkely also encourage Jaywalking across
Dixon Landing Road. The cxisting established casiside Dixon Landing Ruud crasswalk is required
tw serve the pedestnian trafiic in the area. Heplacing the eastside crosswalk with a new westside
crosswalk s not advised, as there is a very high free-right turn movemem from southbound
Mibmont Ave. 1o westhound Dixon Landing Road, and this would create greater pedestrian and
vehicle condlicts. The City of Milpitas does nol support elimination of the castside crosswalk.

Eastside Crosswalk Cross Slope Profile with Grade Separstion Conliguration

In a grade separation configuration, Dixen Landing Road will be depressed approaching the UPRR
tracks from Milmont Street, There will be a slzep grade drop rom Milunat Street 1o UPRR Lracks,
The existing eastside crasswalk crossing Dixon Landing Road at the inlorsection would he
sepatively impacted with a severs cross slope. Wheelchair users will be chiallenged with a 5% cross
shope at this crosswalk (Figure 13, This cross slope is greater than the maximum 2% perimitied
under ADA's accessible route standards. The City of Milpitas does not support & Dixen Landing
Road prade separation that is not compliant with ADA accessibility standards.

4
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Intersection Sipht Distance witk Grude Separation Confipyralien

40 mph represents the 85" percentile speed on Dixon Landing Reoad. Imersection riglt turn signt
distance of 385 feet 1s required for a 40 mph passenger car per 2000 ASSHT'O Green Rook (Figure
2). In a gradce separation configuration, Dixon Landing Road will be depressed from UPRE tacks o
the intersection of Mitmont Strect located less than 250 feed 10 the wesl. As a resuli, retaining walls
upward of 7 feel would be erected an bath the north and south side of Dixon Landing Road along
the boundary of the public right-ofvway hetween Milmont Street and UPRR racks. These Telaining
wally will creaie visual barriers tha compromise the exisling intersection sight distance on
westhound Dixon Landing Read which moterisis cumently enpoy. Therefore, the City of Milpitas
does nol support a Dixon Landing Road grade separation design that does not meet ASSHTO sight
dislance standards.

i
Sight

R e .
Figure 2: intersection

Al our meeting we discussed potential secondary access from the adjacent mobile home park to the
east of the Spinaker Apartments. ity has reviewed this allernative and do not advisz his as a
viable alternative, ss it would require a penmanent easement. ¥ TA would need to procerc this
permanent easement prier to the City’s approval of this second fire apparatus access.

Dased on our mecting and this formal presentation of the City"s safety concerns, we respectfulls
request that CPUC staff reconsider the atached letter dated September 1, 2010 and suppor VA
and the City's preferred alternative of a BART in a retained vl at Dixen Landing Road,

Sincercly,

Fublic Works Director'City Engifimee -

Attely, Mitpitas Fiee Dept. Memorandum
CPUC etter dazed 09701700
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MILPITAS FIRE DEPARTMENT
o FIRE PREVENTION DIVISION
455 E. Calaveras Blvd., Milpitas, (08 95035 [405] 5863365, FAX {408) seE-3z7a

T Greg Armencariz, Pl - Uity Enginesr ¢ Public Warks Direclor
From: Brign £, Sturdrvant, Fire Chief
Albert C. Zamore, PE - Fire Marshal
Sublect:  VTA/BART Rail Alignment @ Dixun Landing Read
Data: Decamber 13, 2040

Per our standard past praclice snd Scctions 303.1.1 & 503.1.2 of the 2007 Edition of the Califomia Fire
Code, the Fire Department requices a minimum two points of fire apparatus access for cvery building,
structere, o facility within cur jedsdiction,

In Janpary 2005, the Bilpitas Fire Departnent was prescrieed with mwo proposals dealing with the
YTA/BART rail alignnwent thal crosses Dixon Landing Road:

*  Proposal #1: YTABART Retzined Cutl - Bascline
*  Proposal 2 VTA/BART Ar-Grade with Dixon 1anding Roud At Sub-grade

Our position since the aforementioned propasals in 2005 has always remainced consistent. Proposal #]
provides the best advaniage and the least itmpact in terms of the foltowing:

»  The existing roadway dosign speed limit of 35mph remains the same and not less due 1o Proposal
#2.

+ There are no existing fire apparatus access driveways thal will have to be eliminated from the
existing apartment complex, mobile home purk, and commercial strip anall building, Each
respective parcel will retain & mininem two points of fire apparatus access.

*  The construction zone is reslricted to the rafl alipninent srea and doss impact the outer partions of
the right-cf-way and roads on either side,

Froposal #2 s not an acceptable proposal bezause it effectively climinates e second drivewsy ffor
purposes of fire apparatus access) due 1o the slopes of the undercrossing and steep slape of the medified
west most driveway, The climination of the second fire apparatus access woukd be in direct violation of
the above Fire Code and City Standard practice,

S 3. §ELA

Brien E. Sturdivant, Fire Chisf Albert C. Zamora, PEt‘, Fite hMarshal

CC: File

"Dedieated to providing Quility yud Responsive Service for the cammunity.”
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LETTER L-3
DEC-IE-3010 1B:16  FROM-GITY OF SGNHTVALE £6TITITIS T-okz P 90140]

F=7C0

Tacember 16, 2010

Sem vig fax to (408) 321-5787

Tromas vy Filewater

“tarager. Environmental Programs and Resaurces Management
Sznia Clara Valley Transportabtion Authoriy

=nvirpnmental Pianning

3331 Motk 1% Sirget, Building B

Szn lose CADSH134

Re: Comments or. Drafl 2™ Supalemental Environnertal Impact Report
Jaar Mr. Filzwatar:

Thank you for groviding the City of Surnyvale with an opportunity o review the
Zraft 27 Bupplemental Environmental 'mpact Repart for the BART Sitican Valley
Prgct. We nave ng sommenls at thus time. [ you have any guestions you can
r2ach me at (408} 731 7555

SLaceroiy,
%p@é«?*

dariye Aogne”
Assnciale Planner
P anning Div.sion of the Community Ogvelopmenl Department

Co. Angeew Mirer, Prncipal Planner
Jack Witthaus, Transportation and Traffic Manager

AOORESS ALL MalL TO: PO BOK 3707 SUNNYVALE, CALIFQRNIA S4A088-370F
TOOD {408) 730-T501
O Printed an Besycled Paper

0T 8 Wy 4T 330 002

#l
$3ATUNGSIY ¥ SWYHI0HS

AMT FEA
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER L-3

City of Sunnyvale

L-3.1 The commenter indicates that they do not have any comments on
the Draft SEIR-2 and therefore no response is required.
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER P-1

Colby Zeifman

P-1.1

P-1.2

The comment in support of BART Silicon Valley is noted. Several
design changes have occurred since publication of the SEIR-1,
most notably that BART Silicon Valley would be constructed in
phases. While VTA is committed to building the full 16.1-mile
extension to Santa Clara, the current state of the economy requires
that BART Silicon Valley be built using a phased-construction
approach. This SEIR-2 evaluates the Phase 1 of BART Silicon
Valley, which would terminate in San Jose near Berryessa Road at
the proposed Berryessa Station. The remaining 6.2 miles of BART
Silicon Valley would be constructed when funding is available, and
would include a station immediately east of the San Jose Diridon
Station, as well as stations in Alum Rock, Downtown San Jose, and
Santa Clara.

The original development of BART was constrained by available
funding resources. Subsequent BART extensions have occurred
as funding becomes available. Construction of the approved and
funded BART Extension to Warm Springs in Fremont is currently
underway. Funding is now available for Phase 1 of BART Silicon
Valley, from the approved BART Warm Springs Station to the
proposed Berryessa Station in San Jose. The remaining 6.2 miles
of BART Silicon Valley to Santa Clara would be constructed when
funding is available.
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER P-2

Colby Zeifman

P-2.1

Subsection 4.2.6 of the Draft SEIR-2 describes existing and
planned bicycle facilities that would be near the proposed BART
stations within the cities of Fremont, Milpitas, and San Jose. As
described on pages 4.2-28 and 4.2-29 of the Draft SEIR-2, bicycle
facilities, such as bike lanes, bike paths, and bike parking are
planned as part of the station campuses and would be planned,
designed, and constructed consistent with BART Facilities
Standards, which include standards for bicycle paths and bicycle
parking requirements. VTA is currently completing a Station
Access Planning and Conceptual Engineering Study. Phase 1
would improve bicycle connectivity through station areas. New
bicycle lanes would be installed near and on the Milpitas and
Berryessa stations. Bicycles would be permitted within station
elevators and carried up/down any stairs equipped with bicycle stair
channels to access station platforms. Bicycle parking would also
be provided at the proposed BART stations. Consistent with BART
Bicycle Access Guidelines, bicycle parking demand has been
estimated on projected ridership and mode of access. BART
Facilities Standards do not quantify the bicycle parking type. The
type of bicycle parking will depend on observed demand and
station design. VTA will continue to work with the City of San Jose
on off-site bicycle access improvements to the future Berryessa
BART Station. As shown in Appendix C of this Final SEIR-2,
bicycle parking is located near station entrances and no bicycle
parking has been designated for park-and-ride or parking garage
locations.
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER P-3

Saiyana Charitou

P-3.1 The comment in support of BART Silicon Valley is noted and no
further response is required.
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER P-4

Frederick Schermer

P-4.1

P-4.2
P-4.3
P-4.4

P-4.5
P-4.6
P-4.7

P-4.8

BART Silicon Valley facilities are being designed to accommodate
2030 ridership projections that are based on ABAG land use
projections, meet BART Facilities Standards, and have been
reviewed extensively, and accepted by the FTA. However, the
feasibility of providing an escalator connection from BART to the
light rail connection may be considered through the final design
phase of the design-build contract.

Refer to Response P-4.1.
Refer to Response P-4.1.

VTA has placed considerable importance on providing optimal
transfer facilities at the planned Milpitas and Berryessa BART
stations, and will invest a similar amount of planning for transfer
facilities at the remaining stations in Phase 2 of BART Silicon
Valley. Prior to moving station campus design past the conceptual
design level, a station campus access study was conducted to
ensure the best possible access was provided for passengers
arriving on all modes, including bicycle/pedestrian, transit, shuttle,
kiss and ride, and park-and-ride. This evaluation considered key
information such as access and circulation, mode of access splits,
existing and adopted land-uses, and current and future transit
operating plans. Also, refer to Response P-4.5.

Refer to Response P-4.1.
Refer to Response P-4.1.

VTA, BART, and the City of Milpitas have worked extensively to
plan the Milpitas Station so that it maximizes potential ridership,
facilitates transfers to the light rail system, and provides for
adjacent transit oriented development (TOD). While BART and
light rail transfers are important, approximately 36 percent of the
riders go to or from the Milpitas Station by bus or park-and-ride.
Therefore, the station design must account for several means of
access.

The comment regards the accuracy of BART ridership projections.
The three most recent BART extensions that have opened for
revenue service are to Pittsburg/Bay Point, Dublin/Pleasanton, and
San Francisco International Airport (SFO)/Millbrae. Two of the three
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extensions have ridership that nearly matches or exceeds
projections. The exception is the SFO/Millbrae extension, which
has not met ridership expectations.

The Pittsburg/Bay Point Extension opened in 1996. According to
the Draft Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Assessment
(EIR/EA) for the project (1988), the extension was projected to
have 12,000 daily entries and exits in the horizon year 2000. There
actually were 13,563 daily entries and exits in September 2000 (13
percent above projections), and ridership has grown by about 10
percent on the extension since that time.

The Dublin-Pleasanton BART Extension opened in 1997. The Draft
EIR (1989) projected that the extension would have 21,760 daily
trips by 2005 (10 years after its projected opening). In Fiscal Year
2008, 10 years after its actual opening, the extension had 20,672
daily total trips, or approximately 95 percent of projected ridership.

The SFO BART Extension opened in 2003 and has not met its
ridership projections. The Final Environmental Impact
Report/Environmental Impact Statement (EIR/EIS) (1998)
estimated that 62,000 daily trips would be made in the projected
opening year (1998) on the four extension stations in San Mateo
County: South San Francisco, San Bruno, SFO, and Millbrae. The
Final EIR/EIS projection for 2010 was 68,600 trips. However, the
SFO BART Extension did not open until 2003 and using a mid-point
forecast of 65,300 daily trips (6 years after opening year) is more
appropriate for comparisons. In Fiscal Year 2009, BART had
approximately 31,500 trips on the extension or approximately 48
percent of projected ridership using the 65,300 figure. There are
several key reasons why ridership on the SFO BART Extension has
so far not met the projections:

e The SFO-BART forecasts were based on a 1980 Census-
driven travel demand model that reflected low economic
growth and significantly higher gas prices; thus, it predicted
less driving and more transit use in the study area than has
actually occurred.

e Surcharges to SFO Airport on BART in San Mateo County
were expected to be eliminated. The surcharges are still in
effect and have been raised since the extension opened in
2003.

4-60
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e Several years after construction started on the SFO BART
Extension, Caltrain introduced the Caltrain express (“Baby
Bullet”) service, which is highly competitive with BART, and
was not taken into account in the travel forecasts.

e Caltrain and BART have maintained separate fare
structures, and an integrated fare system was never
introduced. This requires patrons making transfers to
purchase separate tickets.

The SFO BART Extension was designed to allow for maximum
operating flexibility and efficiencies based on future system
demand, service implementation, and intermodal connectivity.

BART Silicon Valley facilities are being designed to accommodate
2030 ridership projections that meet BART Facilities Standards and
have been accepted by the FTA.

P-4.9 Refer to Responses P-4.1, P-4.4, and P-4.7. Table 4.10-1 on page
4.10-12 of the Draft SEIR-2 shows that Phase 1 would reduce the
regional vehicle miles traveled (VMT), as compared to the 2030 No
Project condition. This reduction in VMT would also result in a
reduction in greenhouse gas emissions compared to the No Project
condition; as such, Phase 1 would result in a beneficial impact
related to greenhouse gas emissions and global climate change.

In regards to freeways, page 4.2-62 of the Draft SEIR-2 notes that
the addition of station trips at the Berryessa Station would
significantly impact four freeway segments. The Draft SEIR-2
states that the mitigation required to reduce these impacts is the
widening of the freeway, but that the substantial cost of this
improvement renders the mitigation infeasible in terms of cost and
impacts would remain significant and unavoidable.

P-4.10 The Milpitas and Berryessa Stations have been designed based on
ABAG land use projections, BART Facilities Standards, FTA
requirements, and local TOD opportunities. However, the project is
also constrained by funding limitations. Should additional federal
funds become available, the additional features could be
considered.
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Swan, Samantha LETTER P-5
From: Reporter73 [reporter73@yahoo.com]
Sent: Wednesday, December 08, 2010 7:59 AM
To: BARTSV-SEIR2

Subject: BART Extension

I would like to comment on the e-mail | received about public opinions on the BART rail
extension into North San Jose.

First, | contacted County Supervisor Don Cortese some time ago about not letting BART police
patrol in Santa Clara County and instead give patrol duty to the Santa Clara Sheriff's
Department.

Second, because of the VTA light rail line, traffic signals are a mess on Capitol Avenue,
especially right there at the Hostetter Station. | think this should be included in any report being
prepared as traffic is especially heavy during commute hours.

Thank you,

Albert Reavis

1265 N Capitol Av 133

San José CA 95132-2548

The MVS REPORTER
San José Area 73
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER P-5

Albert Reavis

P-5.1

P-5.2

Police departments in the cities of Fremont, Milpitas, and San Jose
would serve Phase 1 through mutual aid agreements among the
cities, BART, and VTA. VTA and BART would expand existing
mutual aid agreements with the cities as necessary to provide a
safe environment. The mutual aid agreements among local police
service providers would be expanded to include security personnel,
station areas, and facilities. The Berryessa Station would also
include a BART security office, which would provide a more visible
security presence for passengers and enhance responses to
emergency calls at this station and the Milpitas Station in the Phase
1 area.

It is assumed that the commenter is referring to the Capitol
Avenue/Hostetter Road intersection near the VTA Hostetter Light
Rail Station. This intersection was not included as part of the 48
study intersections for Phase 1 due to its distance from the
proposed Milpitas and Berryessa station sites. As noted in
subsection 4.2.7.2 on page 4.2-32 of the Draft SEIR-2, the study
intersections were selected by local cities for inclusion in the traffic
analysis due to their proximity to the proposed stations, their
location along anticipated station access traffic routes, and/or the
concern regarding potential significant impacts at these locations.
Based on these criteria, the Capitol Avenue/Hostetter Road
intersection was not selected for evaluation as part of this SEIR-2.
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LETTER P-6
Nancy M. Ashman
17 East Ridge Court
Danville, CA 94506
925-736-6292 / fax 925-736-9500
nashman@sbcglobal.net

December 8, 2010

Tom Fitzwater

VTA Environmental Planning, Bldg. B
3331 North First Street

San Jose, CA 95134-1927

Re: 1502 Gladding Court, Milpitas, CA
Dear Mr. Fitzwater:

This letter concerns the 2" SEIR for Bart Silicon Valley. | owned the property at 1502 Gladding
Court, Milpitas, CA. |1 am concerned that your VTA project will impact my property. Is my
property designated as a future site for parking for the VTA project? Also, will the extension of
Milpitas Blvd. impact (eliminate) the current parking spaces assigned for this building?
According to your proposed plans, it appears that some of the parking spaces for this building
will be eliminated. If this occurs it will affect my ability to lease and/or sell this building.

Currently, the building is for sale or lease and | had a potential buyer for this property. The
buyer backed out of the deal because | could not guarantee that the building and/or parking
spaces would not be affected. | was told that the building will not be annexed but | would like
a written response by VTA stating this property will also not have any parking spaces eliminated
due to this project.

| would appreciate this letter written in a prompt manner since the sale of the building is going
to be difficult to sell/lease without it.

Thank you,

Nancy Ashman
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER P-6

Nancy Ashman

P-6.1 The footprint of the Milpitas Station campus has been reduced
based on refinements to campus engineering and design. The
property at 1502 Gladding Court is no longer designated as a future
surface parking site. The revised Milpitas Station campus site plan
is provided as Figure 2-1 of this Final SEIR-2. The extension of
South Milpitas Boulevard will not eliminate existing parking located
on the property at 1502 Gladding Court.

P-6.2 Refer to Response P-6.1.
P-6.3 Refer to Response P-6.1.

Comments Received on the Draft SEIR-2 4-65



P-7.1

P-7.2

P-7.3

BART Silicon Valley 2nd Supplemental EIR

LETTER P-7
Swan, Samantha
From: sherzstein@aol com
Sent: Friday, Cecember 17, 2010 7:24 AM
To: BARTSV-SEIR2
Ce: norm@matteoni.com; robherzstein@aol.com
Subject: comments on SEIR
Attachments: VTA_letter_sent_5-28-10.doc

Mr. Fitzwater,
Below are my comments on the Draft Znd Supplemental Environmental Impact Eeport (SEIR).

| believe that this SEIR does not meet CEQA standards. The Air Quality plan is not consistent with VTA's Milpitas Stations
land use plan. The Air Quality saction of the SEIR discuss the parking structure but does not adequately adcress the
many additional areas of surface parking proposed in the Milpitas Station land use plan.

The SEIR land use plan fer the Milpitas Stations does not comply with SB 375 nor SB 32 as explained in my leiter to VTA
dated May 28, 2010. (see attached letter) VTA in their Milpitas Station land use plan as purposed in the SEIR misses the
opportunity to add an additional 700 Transit Oriented housing units which are allowed by the City of Milpitas zoning!

Therefare | believe that the Vallzy Transit Authority should not certify the SEIR until VTA has a better understanding of the
air guality impact to the Bay Region and the impact of not building the additional Transit Orienled housing in VTA's
Milpitas Station land use plan

Stan
Herzstein Properties, LLC
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HERZSTEIN PROPERTIES, LLC
795 Folsom St.. 1™ Floor
San I'rancisco, CA 94107
415 793-7932

May 28,2010

Mr. Michael T. Burns, General Manager
Santa Clara Valley Transit Authority
3331 North First Street

San Jose. CA 95134-1927

RE: Request for VTA to reconsider the land use configuration of the proposed
Milpitas Transit Center

Dear Mr. Burns:

[ am writing you as a member of VTA's Milpitas Community Working Group and a
property owner in the vicinity of the proposcd Milpitas Transit Center. [, and other
members of that Working Group, devoted literally hundreds of hours to develop a land
use and transportation plan for the Transit Center area. In our extensive and thoughtful
deliberations, we relied on extensive professional studies to determine a plan that
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Mr. Michael T. Burns
May 28. 2010, page 2

Senate Bill 375 and Assembly Bill 32

The Sustainable Communities and Climate Protection Act (SB375). also known as the
California Anti-Sprawl Bill, recognizes that bringing housing and jobs closer to public
transit will cut automobile trips. and help meet the statewide targets for reducing
greenhouse gas emissions as set by AB32, the California Global Warming Solutions Act.
SB375 will limit the state’s CO-2 emissions by curbing suburban sprawl and increasing
transit-based development through various incentives. If a community plans dense,
walkable, mixed use. transit oriented growth that reduces automobile use and greenhouse
gas emissions, such as the originally adopted Milpitas Transit Area Specific Plan, it gets
moved to the front of the line for state and federal transportation funds.

The attached letter on the subject of SB375 from Steve Heminger, Executive Director,
MTC and Henry Gardner, Executive Director, ABAG dated April 29, 2010, calls for the
Bay Area to have aggressive targets for reducing greenhouse gases from motor
vehicles...“the challenge is urgent; what we leave behind for future generations is at
stake...we need incentives to get people out of cars (better transit, walkable
neighborhoods, etc....curbing greenhouse gases also yields better public health for our
residents...public participation in this process is essential...”

Thic caimmer the (California Air Recennirces Roard will he releacino limite and reduectinn
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Mr. Michael T. Burns
May 28. 2010. page 3

Under the leadership of then Council member and now Mayor Robert Livengood and
other city leaders. and with the support of the City staff, the City undertook a process to
develop the Specific Plan and create design guidelines for property close to the proposed
BART station. The result of this visionary leadership is the November 28, 2007 Milpitas
Transit Area Specific Plan (map attached). This Plan is designed to add 7,100 housing
units and over 17,000 new residents to this area. Some of the highest density housing
(Boulevard Very High Density Mixed Use) is planned adjacent to the Station creating a
transit village. The Plan suggests keeping the block lengths short where possible,
therefore making the area more pedestrian friendly.

In an earlier draft configuration of the Milpitas Specific Area Plan. a large park was
placed close to the BART station. Under the leadership of then Councilman Livengood
and other city leaders, this open space was retained but the park was moved to more
appropriate locations, while an agreement was developed to insure that all landowners in
the re-zoned arca would fairly share in the cost of open space provision.

The City’s leadership understood that to make the Milpitas Transit Area Specific Plan a
reality, they needed to create a process that would encourage private developers to build,
while at the same time provide the funding the City required to support this new
development. The City certified an EIR and completed an economic plan within this
planning area. The City’s EIR includes a traffic plan. and as part of this process. the City
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Mr. Michael T. Burns
Mav 28. 2010. page 4

government who fights for less housing density adjacent to transit stations in their
community. But in this case the “new” VTA land use plan lowers the number of potential
housing units adjacent to the stations compared to the Milpitas Transit Area Specific
Plan. When in early 2010 VTA relocated the station parking from the preferred location
P-7.38, designated in the adopted Milpitas Transit Area Specific Plan, VTA eliminated over 250
cont. zoned housing units, according to the Milpitas Planning Department. In addition, by
moving the Milpitas Boulevard extension to the south and widening it, the VTA further
decreased the number of housing units that may be built on this critical site adjacent to
the station, The adopted Milpitas Transit Area Specific Plan designated this area for very
high density mixed use. including housing, and would accommodate about 500 housing
units. Without further study it is unknown how many of these critically needed housing
units would he lost under the “new” VTA land-use plan, but it is clear that the number is
substantial.

All these changes were made “in the back room™ without participation of the many
stakeholders who worked so hard to develop a plan that benefits the VTA riders, BART
P-7.9 riders, the citizens of Milpitas, and all people who are concerned with global warming
and the threat to the planct. These changes are neither in accordance with the preferred
location in the Milpitas Transit Area Specific Plan as developed by the community, nor
with the certified EIR on that Plan.
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Mr. Michael T, Burns
May 28, 2010, page 5

d.

This proposed change is needed so that our region can comply with
SB375, by allowing the construction additional transit-oriented housing,
helping MTC and ABAG accomplish their mandate to lower greenhouse
gases. And it is simply good land use planning that meets the goals set
forth by the City of Milpitas in the vision statement to the Transit Area
Specific Plan. Where is the “neighborhood we can safely and proudly pass
on to future generations?”

2. Move Milpitas Boulevard north to so that it conforms to the design of the
Milpitas Transit Area Specific Plan.

.

This will allow for additional transit-oriented housing units to be built
adjacent to the stations, taking advantage of high density residential
zoning from the City of Milpitas.

This change likewise is needed so that our region can comply with SB375,
by creating more transit-oriented housing helping MTC and ABAG
accomplish their goal of lowering greenhouses gases. In 2010, it is no
longer acceptable to leave such important land use decisions solely in the
hands of the transportation engineers. without the benefit of
comprehensive planning and full public participation.

3. Return VTA’s parking structure to the location as described in the Milpitas

P-7.14
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Mr. Michael T. Burns
May 28. 2010, page 6

¢. The change will make the transit system more pedestrian friendly. by
allowing pedestrians to enter the stations from the North side of Montague
Expressway instead of having to cross a six-lane Expressway. While the
desire was strongly expressed during the public planning process for the
area, VI'A has made no attempt to address these needs. What happened to
the vision of creating “pedestrian connections so that residents, visitors,
and workers will be able to walk. bike, and take transit?”

P-7.18,
cont.

Issues and Answers
1. VTA might claim my request for VTA to make improvements to its land use plan
P-7.17 is 100 late and will delay building the proposed Milpitas BART extension. My
response is that the first three recommendations have all been though an extensive
public process that includes a certified EIR, traffic study. and economic study.

2. VTA might claim the rules have not been set yet for complying with SB375
therefore VTA cannot help. My response is that every transit oriented housing
P-7.18 unit will help save our planet. You still have time before you complete your [inal
design to improve your land use plan. Additionally, my fourth recommendation

will solve a problem that is important to the local community.
| 3. VTA may claim that the City of Milpitas abandoned the Milpitas Transit Area
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Mr. Michael T. Burns
May 28. 2010. page 7

cc: Sam Liccaardo, Chairperson, VT A Board of Directors
Mayor Robert Livengood, City of Milpitas
Planning department. City of Milpitas
Steve Heminger, Executive Director, MTC
Henry Gardner. Executive Director. ABAG
James Fang, President, BART Board of Directors
Dorothy Dugger, General Manager, BART
Leslie T. Rogers, Regional Administrator, Federal Transportation Agency, Region 9
Russell Hancock, President and CEO, Joint Venture Silicon Valley
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER P-7

Stan Herzstein

P-7.1

pP-7.2

The Draft SEIR-2 has been prepared pursuant to the statutes and
guidelines of CEQA. The Draft SEIR-2 was based on the
methodology identified in Article 9 of the CEQA Guidelines to
evaluate Phase 1’s impacts to the environment. Feasible mitigation
measures have also been identified to reduce and minimize
impacts to the environment.

Section 4.3, Air Quality, of the Draft SEIR-2 has also been
prepared pursuant to the Bay Area Air Quality Management
District's (BAAQMD) 2010 CEQA Guidelines. Subsection 4.3.4.2
on pages 4.3-8 and 4.3-9 of the Draft SEIR-2 evaluates the
operational emissions associated with Phase 1. This evaluation
considers the VMT, based on anticipated ridership and parking
capacity at the BART stations. As noted on page 4.3-8, Phase 1
would result in a decrease in pollutant emissions as compared to
the No Project condition in year 2030, thus resulting in a regional
beneficial air quality impact. Subsection 4.3.4.3 on pages 4.3-9
through 4.3-11 of the Draft SEIR-2 also evaluates the localized
carbon monoxide (CO) emissions associated with the proposed
BART stations. This evaluation relates specifically to the multi-level
parking structures, as these structures provide large parking
capacities and can result in slow moving or idling vehicles during
peak periods. The CO emission concentrations at the Milpitas
Station would not exceed the federal or state emission thresholds
and would therefore remain in conformance with the BAAQMD's
2010 Clean Air Plan. Unlike parking garages that have confined
spaces, surface parking air pollutants disperse much faster and do
not require hot spot analysis. As stated above, overall air pollutant
emissions were quantified and determined to be less with the
project than without the project.

As a public transit project, BART Silicon Valley and associated
facilities (including station campuses) support the goals of Senate
Bill 375 (SB 375) and Assembly Bill 32 (AB 32). Moreover, Phase
1 is projected to attract approximately 25,000 new daily transit trips,
which are primarily diverted from auto trips in the corridor. VTA
recognizes the importance of transit-oriented development.
However, TOD development potential is secondary to BART station
facility requirements. VTA’s requirements for the Milpitas Station
area are not consistent with City’s preferred layout as presented in
the Milpitas Transit Area Specific Plan (TASP). The City’s
“illustrative layout” does not satisfy the needs of a multi-modal

4-74
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transit facility in several areas, including BART parking structure
design standards, parking ingress and egress requirements, VTA
bus operational needs, and FTA ridership/parking requirements. In
the Background and Key Issues chapter, Market Analysis section of
the TASP, “Timing and greater certainty about land acquisition and
site plan for BART,” an issue identified by City staff and
stakeholders was the “need for greater certainty about plans for all
the new roads, parking, transit facilities and other infrastructure
associated with BART...the layout of the project components must
be known prior to future development in the BART Station area....”
Additionally, in the BART Station Design and Layout section of the
TASP, the plan recognizes parking structure and bus bay layout as
key remaining issues. The section further indicates that, “The
parking structure serving BART patrons may be located on the east
side of the station, or on other immediately surrounding sites
depending on land acquisition by VTA.” VTA met with the City of
Milpitas through a series of coordination meetings to develop a
revised campus plan for the Milpitas BART Station. This current
location of the campus parking structure and transit center was
developed with input from City staff and accepted by the Milpitas
City Council at their March 3, 2010 meeting.

P-7.3 Section 4.10, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, on page 4.10-13 of
the Draft SEIR-2 states that BART Silicon Valley Phase 1 is
anticipated to reduce greenhouse gas emissions compared to No
Project conditions by 3,464 metric tons per year. Section 4.3, Air
Quality, on page 4.3-8 of the Draft SEIR-2 states that Phase 1
would also reduce regional air quality emissions, and therefore
result in a beneficial air quality impact. Also, refer to Response P-
7.2

P-7.4 FTA requires that New Starts candidate projects provide transit
park-and-ride facilities that meet the projected demand of the FTA
accepted travel demand model. VTA supports the City of Milpitas'
TASP, and anticipates the TASP will generate substantial ridership
for the extension. However, as ridership increases, station facilities
must also increase to support this demand. The TASP based the
location of the Milpitas Station transit facilities (park-and-ride and
transit center) on ridership data that has since evolved, based on
project refinement and the FTA New Starts requirements. The
most current data, which has been submitted and accepted by FTA
for the BART Silicon Valley’s annual New Starts submittal, indicates
that parking demand and transit center requirements to support
projected ridership cannot be accommodated within the area that
was identified by the TASP. Therefore, it was a necessity to

Comments Received on the Draft SEIR-2 4-75



BART Silicon Valley 2" Supplemental EIR

expand the layout for these facilities within the campus area as
presented to the Milpitas City Council at their March 3, 2010
meeting.

P-7.5 Refer to Responses P-7.2 and P-7.4.

P-7.6 Refer to Response P-7.2.

pP-7.7 A Milpitas Station platform extending north of Montague
Expressway was evaluated early during project development. It
was deemed cost-prohibitive to build a station under Montague
Expressway and would jeopardize BART Silicon Valley’s federal
funding eligibility. A pedestrian overcrossing spanning Montague
Expressway to the Milpitas Station is included in the TASP and
would be funded by others.

P-7.8 Refer to Response P-7.2.

P-7.9 Refer to Response P-7.2.

P-7.10 VTA's design of the extension of the South Milpitas Boulevard
thoroughfare is consistent with the development standards and
guidelines of the Milpitas TASP. Facilities outside the South
Milpitas Boulevard thoroughfare are required for successful multi-
modal access to the future Milpitas BART Station. Refer to
Response P-7.2.

P-7.11 Refer to Response P-7.10.

P-7.12 Refer to Response P-7.4.

P-7.13 Refer to Responses P-7.2, P-7.3, and P-7 4.

P-7.14 Refer to Responses P-7.2, P-7.3, P-7.4, and P-7.10.

P-7.15 Refer to Responses P-7.2, P-7.3 and P-7.4.

P-7.16 Refer to Response P-7.7.

P-7.17 Refer to Response P-7.7.

P-7.18 Refer to Responses P-7.2 and P-7.3.

P-7.19 Refer to Response P-7.4.

P-7.20 Refer to Response P-7.4.
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Swan, Samantha

LETTER P-8

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

TO: Tom Fitzwater,

FIDMCC@aol.com

Friday, December 17, 2010 9:16 AM
BARTSV-SEIR2

Dixon BART Crossing Comments

| oppose placing Dixon Landing Road under the tracks. Undergrounding Dixon Landing
Road will have great negative economic and access impacts on the surrounding homeowners,
property owners, businesses, and jobs.

| prefer a retained cut under Dixon landing Road for the tracks and that will have the least
negative impact on the surrounding homeowners, property owners, businesses, and jobs.

Thank you,

Frank J. De Smidt

PO Box 360342
Milpitas, CA 95036
408-263-3474

Comments Received on the Draft SEIR-2
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER P-8

Frank J. De Smidt

P-8.1

The support for the Dixon Landing Road Retained Cut Option,
where BART would cross under Dixon Landing Road, is noted.
The Draft SEIR-2 includes two options for a grade separation at
Dixon Landing Road:

e BART in aretained cut under Dixon Landing Road

e BART and UPRR tracks at grade with Dixon Landing Road
reconstructed as an underpass.

The Retained Cut Option has been selected as the preferred
alignment where the UPRR crossing at Dixon Landing Road would
remain at grade.

4-78
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Swan, Samantha LETTER P-9

From: LaBrier, Barbara L. [blabrier@pircher.com] on behalf of Hickey, Michelle
[mhickey@pircher.com]

Sent: Friday, December 17, 2010 5:08 PM

To: BARTSV-SEIR2

Cc: Hickey, Michelle; Villa, Fernando

Subject: Comments to the Draft 2nd Supplemental Environmental Impact Report for the Bart Silicon
Valley Phase 1 - Berryessa Extension

Attachments: LAXDOCS_7788951_1.PDF

Please see attached letter.

Barbara LaBrier

Legal Secretary

Pircher, Nichols & Meeks

1925 Century Park East, Suite 1700
Los Angeles, CA 90067
310.551.4847

310.201.8922 (fax)
blabrier@pircher.com

<<LAXDOCS_7788951_1.PDF>>

IRS CIRCULAR 230 DISCLOSURE: To ensure compliance with requirements imposed by the IRS,
we inform you that any tax advice contained in this communication (including any attachments) was
not intended or written to be used, and cannot be used, for the purpose of (i) avoiding tax-related
penalties under the Internal Revenue Code or (ii) promoting, marketing or recommending to another
party any matters addressed herein.

IMPORTANT: This e-mail message is not intended to be binding or relied upon and, without limitation on the foregoing, shall not create, waive or modify
any right, obligation or liability, or be construed to contain or be an electronic signature, to constitute a notice, approval, waiver or election, or to form,
modify, amend or terminate any contract. The information contained in this message is confidential and is intended only for the named addressee(s).
This message may be protected by the attorney/client privilege. If the reader of this message is not an intended recipient (or the individual responsible
for the delivery of this message to an intended recipient), please be advised that any re-use, dissemination, distribution or copying of this message is
prohibited. If you have received this message in error, please reply to the sender that you have received the message in error and then delete it.

Thank you.
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P-9.1
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P-9.21,
cont.

P-9.22

P-9.23

P-9.24

Mr. Tom Friewater
Iecember 17, 2010
Page 7

SEIR goncluded that there were no noise impacts with regard to Design Change 3 which located
the Stations at Location A. The Draft 2™ SEIR did recognized the potential noise impact to
Alternative Location B and discussed such noise impacts, Ay diseussed above, the nralysis of
e noise inmpact was indeguate and filed o consider the e noise impacts on the Property's
current use much less the impact iC the Property was redeveloped into o mixed residentinl and
retall use. Again, the Drafl 2™ SEIR did not provide adequate information 1o compare these 1wo
alternatives and Jdid not evaluate the comparative merits of these two alternatives,

Thie other potential impacts of locatmy the Stations at Location A were all found
10 be less than significant and required no mitigation measures. (Diafl 2" SEIR. 4.4-15
(eoncluding none of the Design Changes, Including Design Change 3, would resultin a
significant impact on Biological Resources, including any special-status species or critical
habiiat, wetlands, or waters of the US/State, riparian habitat, or other sengitive natural
community), 4.18-9 (concluding no additional significant impacts o Water Resources caused by
the Design Changes, including Design Change 3, and no new mitigation measures required ),
41936 (concluding that the Construction will not create a potential public or environmenmal
health hazard ar an undue potential risk for health-related aceidents. or result in a salety hazard
for people residing or working in the project area) ) Aceordingly, Alternative Location A Is
clearly the environmentally superior alternutive site and the VT A should choose this design
option. In any case, the Draft 27 SEIR is defective under CEQA for ailing 1o provide sufficient
informition and unalysis ubout each of the wo alternative sites to permil an evaluation of the
relative merits of' the alternatives and Lo evaluate the comparative merits of the altemstives,

In view ol each of the defects of the Draft 2% SEIR as outlined above, CEQA
requires that the VTA revise Lhis dogument Lo address these dehciencies wnd recireulate the
revised SEIR tor public comment and revigw.

Our client would ke to meel with the VT A w address, in o constructive manner,
these mutters and its concerns about how this Project would impact its Property and its tenants. |
will comtaet you sbortly For this purpose,

Memnwhile, please contact me if you have any questions or comments conceming
the foregoing.

Sincercly yours,

7 ’f] f7/’ L ﬁ.xéf‘z,z‘u'f'? f;?'{id-’g’-’ /

1. Michelle Hickey

IMI1jmih

TTRA203 T80 2
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which was December 17, 2010.
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PIRCHER, NICHOLS & MEEKS

ATTOHRMNEYS AT LAWY 00 HERTH WASHIGAN AvERLUE
1925 CENTURY PARK EABT, SUNTE 1700 SWITE 1%52 w01
. CHICAGD, ILLINDE 1
LOS AMGFLSS, TALFORN:A 90067 312 BB 3142
314,201 8900 FAX: 312 916.3348
FaX¥ 310.2049.8922
Jd. BMLCHELLE HICKEY Weww, Rifcher.com
T.A10.2M.8843  F. 310 5841816
RAHIE R RS I RSO
January 21, 2011

VIA EMALL AND FACSIMILE

Mr. Tom itzwater

VTA Environmental Planning, Building B

3331 North First Street, San Jose, CA 95134-1927
Email: BARTSV-SEIR2 @ via.org

Email: Tom. Fitzwater@via.org

Fax: {408)321-5787

Re:  The Draft 2" Supplemental Environmental Impact Report (Draft 2" SEIR) for
the Bart Silicon Valley Phase | - Berrycssa Extension (the Projeet)

Dear Mr. Fitzwater:

The lollowing is the promised follow up letter to the meeting between the VTA and
Walton CWCA Wrigley Creck 31, LLC (Walton} on Friday, January 14, 2011 regarding the
impacts of locating the Projeet’s High Voltage Substation SRC and Switching Station SRR
(collectively, the Statiens) at the Wrigley Creck Industrial Park (the Industrial Park). Wallon
hopes that the VTA seriously considers the issues raised in Walton’s December 17th comment
letter and emphasized in the meeting regarding the significant impacts to current operations 1o
the Industriat Park and to future property income, value and development.

As pointcd out in the December 17th Icticr and as further discussed at the meeling, the
[ndustrial Park uses ihe land that would be taken by the ¥TA to park and store frucks and truck
trailers waiting to load and unload goods from the Industrial Park warchouses, a turn around and
passing area for trucks and required parking for the businesses located in the Industrial Park. As
you are awarc, there is no street parking near the Industrial Park and there is a one way ingress
and cgress to the section of the Tndustrial Park that the VTA proposes to take. The attached
photos that Walton previeusly provided the VT A show the no parking signs on the nearby street,
trucks and truck trailers parked waiting for loading and unloading within the Industrial Park and
the narrow ingress and egress for large trucks in the arca of the Industrial Park that VTA
proposes (o take. The attached site plans, also previously provided to you, show the businesses
and loading docks that rely on the large truck staging and parking area that the VTA intends to
take.

77841034
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Mr. Tom Filzwater
January 21, 2011
Page 2

Walton was very disappointed to lear that the VT'A has abandoned its consideration of
the Allernative Location A for the Stations because of objections raised by the Union Pacific
Railroad. Walton requests that the VTA take the time to consider other locations since
Alternative Location A has now been abandoned and Alternative Location B would have
sipnilicant impacts that were not considered in the Dratt 2™ SEIR. Walten encourages the VITA
1o look fur another location that does not impact businesses and nearby residences and potential
future redevelopment such as will be impacted it the Stations are placed al Alternative Location
B.

However, if the VTA must locate the Stations near Alternative Location B then it should
lessen the overall impaets, particularly the impacts to traffic and safety and busingsscs by
locating the Stations on the storage lot adjacent to the Industrial Park. Locating the Stations on
the storage lot property eliminates the traffic and safoty impacts since the Industrial Park will
have adequale (ruck and regular parking and truck ingress/egress, passing and turn around arca.
Relocating the Stations will also lessen the land use compatibility and socic-economic impacts,
The Joss of rental space of the storage lot property cannot begin to compare with the disruption
to all of the businesses in the [ndustrial Park which require bul no lenger have truck staging,
parking and turn around and passing area and adequate regular parking. [n sum, locating the
Staticns at Aliernative Location B as currently proposed could potentially preclude the current
commercial/industrial uses on the Property and Jead to a complete “taking”™ of Walton's
Industrial 'ark property since the damage 1o the remainder would be permanent and complete.
Muoreover, the Industrial Park property will be valued at the highest and best use which will be
residential and mixed use development further increasing damages that the V1A must
compensate Walton for. As the VA is aware trom the December 17th letter, Walton has had
discussions with the City ol Milpitas regarding the redevelopment of the Industrial Park to a
residential and mixed use development. The narrow strip of land that makes up the storage lot
property does not appear to have as much potential for redevelopment that the larger Industrial
Park property has. Sincc onc of CEQA’s goals is 10 lessen impacts, the VTA should look for
other locations or at 2 minimum place the Stalions on the storage lot property,

Waltan is very concerned that the VA might not seriously consider the impacts to the
Industrial Park or scek other alternative locations and designs because the VTA has now
abandoned Alternative Location A and has a self imposed deadline of March 3, 2011 to present
the Final 2™ SEIR 10 the VTA Board. Although Walton understands the VTA’s desire to
conclude the environmental review process, it believes that the new information provided by
Walton regarding the significant impacts caused by localing the Stations at Alternative Location
B and the apparent abandonment of Alternative Location A dictate that the VA give a detailed
and reasoned, good faith analysis of such new inlormation. (14 Cal. Code Regs. §15088.) In the
present case, a detailed and reasened, good faith analysis would entail looking at new alternative
locations if any andéor a significant new redesign of the Stations thal addresses the significanmt
impacts (o the Industrial Park raised by Walton,

7784302 4
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Mr. Tom Fitzwater
January 21, 2011
Page 3

Walton believes that the above new information requires recirculation and, thus,
precludes the ¥TA Board frum ¢ertifying the Iinal 2™ SEIR, (14 Cal. Code Regs. §15088.5(a).)
Walton also befieves that the fundamentally and basically inadequate and conclusory nature of
the Dratt 2™ SEIR's (reatment of the impacts of locating the Stations at Alternative Location B
requires reanalysis and reeireulation. (14 Cal, Code Regs. §15088.5(a).) The December 17th
letter outlines such inadequacies and, thus, they will not be repeated in full here, Tt is difficult o
believe that the ¥V'I'A Board could properly certity an environmental review whose draft repont
circulated for public comment did not even recopnize, much less analyze, the significant iImpacts
1o the Industrial Park and the nearby residences. [ndecd, as pointed out in the December 17th
letter, there is no discussion of the traffic and salety and land use compatibility impacts in the
Draft 2™ SEIR. The Draft 2* SEIR and previous studics, furthermore, do no acknowledge or
discuss the visual impact on the surrounding residences and inadequatety address the naise and
vibration impacts. Finally, such report does not adequatcly discuss the socio-economic impacts
and instead erroncously concludes that there are no putential socio-cconomic impacts resulting
from the Project “because no displacements of residences or businesses would result from this
design change.” (Draft 2" SEIR, pg. 4.15-8.) Finally, as pointed out in the December 171h
letter, the Draft 2™ SEIR is also defective because it fails to identily a reasonable range of
chvironmentally superior alternative locations for the Stations. (14 Cal. Code of Reps.
§15126.60a)CEQA requires that “an 1:4R shall describe a ranpe of reasonable aliernatives to the
project, or the location of the project, which would leasibly attain most of the basic objectives of
the project but would avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant eftects of the project,
and evaluate the comparative merits of the allermatives.”) With the abandonment of Alternative
Location A, the Dralt 2™ SEIR now preseats only one location,

Under these circumstances, the VT A cannot move {urward and certify the final report and
approve the project. CEQA dictates that the Y UA must first analyze the impacts it failed to
consider previously and review ol any reasonable allernative locations or designs for the Stations
that would lessen such impacts and recirculate such analysis and alternatives for public
comment. Based on our meeting, it is our understanding that VT A is looking at aliernatives to
address the impacts, including redesign. 1 will eall you on Monday to discuss the status of
VTAs efforts, As stated in the December | Tth letier and at the meeting, Walton would like to
work with the ¥'T'A 1o address, in a constructive manner, these matters and its concerns about
how the location of the Statons would impact the Industrial Park and its tenants.

Meanwhile, please contact me if you have any questions or comments concerning the
forcpoing.

Sincerely yours,

oy

1. ichelle Hickey
IMIEjmh
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER P-9

J. Michelle Hickey

P-9.1

P-9.2
P-9.3
P-9.4
P-9.5

The commenter is referring to Draft SEIR-2 Design Change 10,
Systems Facilities Alternate Location B, as discussed on page
4.15-8 of the Draft SEIR-2 (this design change is Design Change 9
in this Final SEIR-2 due to the design refinements). Figure B-14 in
Appendix B of the Draft SEIR-2 shows the extent of the area to be
impacted by the systems facility proposed at this location. As noted
on page 4.15-8 of the Draft SEIR-2, Alternate Location B would
cause the displacement of about 25 storage units at an RV storage
business and 40 surface parking spaces at the adjacent light
industrial business at the Wrigley Creek Industrial Park property.
The loss of parking would not cause the displacement of the
Wrigley Creek Industrial Park business. Moreover, Alternate
Location B would avoid the complete displacement of the RV
storage business as previously evaluated with the design of the
systems facility in the SEIR-1, thereby reducing impacts relative to
business displacements. Access to this light industrial business
from Railroad Court would remain.

It should be noted that the FEIR and SEIR-1 both identified this
property as the location for systems facilities in Figures A-18 and C-
17, respectively. Also, there is a discussion on page 4.15-13 of the
FEIR regarding the loss of parking on this property. This SEIR-2
documents the loss of 40 parking spaces, which represents
approximately 10 more spaces than the configuration identified in
the FEIR and SEIR-1. Subsequent to publication of the Draft SEIR-
2, the systems facilities at Alternate Location B were reconfigured
to reduce the loss of parking to approximately 30 spaces. See P-9
Attachment to this response for the current design of the Systems
Facilities Alternate Location B. Also refer to Response P-9.14
below.

Refer to response to comment P.9-12 for impacts to truck ingress
and egress, and refer to response to comment P.9-10 for impacts
to parking and parking ratios required for leases, city requirements,
and future marketability of the property.

Refer to Responses P-9.1 and P-9.6 through P-9.24 below.
Refer to Response P-9.16 below.

Refer to Responses P-9.16 and P-9.17 below.

Refer to Responses P-9.16 through P-9.23 below.

Comments Received on the Draft SEIR-2 4-101
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P.9-6

P-9.7

P-9.8

The statement that “Both Alternative Locations A and B are new
locations for the Stations” is incorrect. Only Alternate Location A is
a new location, and it was evaluated in the Draft SEIR-2 only as an
alternate location for High Voltage Substation SRC and Switching
Station SRR. Systems Facilities Alternate Location B has been
selected as the preferred systems facilities location.

As noted on page 1-1 of the Draft SEIR-2, this SEIR-2 updates
information presented in the previous CEQA documents prepared
for BART Silicon Valley (formerly referred to as the BART
Extension Project). This SEIR-2 updates information presented in
the FEIR and the SEIR-1. Per CEQA Guidelines Section
15163(2)(b), a supplement to an EIR “need contain only the
information necessary to make the previous EIR adequate for the
project as revised.” Thus, the SEIR-2 focuses on the design
changes and associated environmental impacts, as well as
substantive new information that became available since
certification of the SEIR-1.

As noted in Table 3-1 on pages 3-4 through 3-8 of the Draft SEIR-
2, Draft SEIR-2 Design Changes 3 and 10, Systems Facilities
Alternate Locations A and B, respectively, were considered to
provide updates to the environmental analysis related to land use,
noise and vibration, socioeconomics, visual quality, biological
resources, water resources, and construction impacts.

Refer to Response P-9.14 regarding land use impacts, Response
P.9-11 for visual quality and aesthetics impacts, Response P-9.12
for impacts to traffic and safety, Response P-9.13 for impacts to
noise and vibration, and Response P-9.14 for socioeconomic
impacts.

Refer to Response P-9.14 regarding land use impacts, Response
P.9-11 for visual quality and aesthetics impacts, Response P-9.12
for impacts to traffic and security and system safety, and Response
P-9.14 for socioeconomic impacts. Refer to Response P-9.14
regarding impacts to parking ratios.

As stated in subsection 4.15.13 of the Draft SEIR-2, “VTA will
provide financial assistance and relocation services to owners and
occupants of businesses and the residence displaced by Phase 1
as part of VTA’s Relocation Assistance Program. VTA'’s Relocation
Program is consistent with all federal and State laws applicable to
business and residential relocations.” Any temporary or permanent
partial takes of property by VTA would also be conducted in

4-102
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accordance with VTA, state and federal requirements. Therefore,
no significant socioeconomic impacts would result from the
implementation of Phase 1.

P-9.9 Refer to Response P-9.12 regarding impacts to truck ingress,
egress and parking. Refer to Response P-9.14 regarding impacts
to parking ratios. Refer to Response P-9.10 regarding land use
compatibility and Response P-9.12 regarding traffic and safety
impacts.

P-9.10 Consistent with the CEQA Guidelines Appendix G, Section 4.12,
Land Use, of the Draft SEIR-2 evaluates land use compatibility with
existing land uses and consistency with formalized and adopted
local and regional land use plans and policies. The location of
Systems Facilities Alternate Location B would be similar to the
approved systems facilities location evaluated in the FEIR and
SEIR-1 and would not result in any new significant impacts related
to existing land use. In addition, no plans have been filed with the
City of Milpitas to redevelop the property. Therefore, the Systems
Facilities Alternate Location B would remain compatible with the
existing adjacent industrial land uses and consistent with local and
regional land use plans and policies. Systems Facilities Alternate
Location B has been selected as the preferred systems facilities
location.

Refer to Response P-9.11 regarding visual quality and aesthetics
impacts.

According to the City of Milpitas General Plan Land Use Map
(October 2010), the proposed site for the Systems Facilities
Alternate Location B is designated for Manufacturing and
Warehouse Use. The site is not formally designated for future
mixed residential or retail use. Thus, development of this systems
facility would remain consistent with the permitted uses on the
property.

The property is located within a redevelopment area in the Milpitas
Midtown Specific Plan. However, the property remains zoned as
Manufacturing and warehousing and redevelopment. Land uses
are anticipated to include “office buildings, R&D, warehousing,
manufacturing, restoration and revitalization of existing
architecturally significant buildings and structures.”

The Midtown Specific Plan does include a transit-oriented
development overlay zone in the vicinity of the Walton Cal West
property. These overlay zones are designated for areas within a
2,000 foot walk from a rail station. The area in question is partially

Comments Received on the Draft SEIR-2 4-103
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P-9.11

inside and outside of the overlay zone for the South Calaveras
Future BART Station. However, as described in Design Change
11, the South Calaveras Future BART Station has been eliminated
from the project. Without a transit station within a 2,000 foot walk,
this area should no longer be considered a transit-oriented
development overlay zone. The systems facility would be
compatible with the existing adjacent industrial land uses and
consistent with local and regional land use plans and policies.

Refer to Response P-9.9 regarding visual impacts, Response P-
9.13 regarding noise impacts, and Response P-9.12 regarding
access impacts. As stated in Section 4.7 Electromagnetic Fields,
of the Draft SEIR-2, no new impacts from EMF or interference were
identified.

Section 4.17, Visual Quality and Aesthetics, of the Draft SEIR-2
includes an evaluation of visual impacts. Pages 4.17-6 through
4.17-7 of the Draft SEIR-2 state that Alternate Location A would not
have significant impacts related to visual quality. Page 4.17-7 of
the Draft SEIR-2 indicates that Alternate Location B would not
result in any new visual impacts beyond those considered in the
SEIR-1 since the location of the system facility location would only
shift about 100 feet south and the existing warehouse use is not
considered a visually sensitive land use. The visual impacts would
remain less than significant. Systems Facilities Alternate Location
B has been selected as the preferred systems facilities location.

The commenter is correct in that the visual evaluation of this
systems facility in the SEIR-1 does not discuss the nearby
residential uses that could have views of the systems facility. This
Final SEIR-2 amends subsection 4.17.4.3 on page 4.17-7 of the
Draft SEIR-2 to include discussion of the views from the nearby
residences as follows:

Alternate Location B would shift the High Voltage Substation
SRC and Switching Station SRR slightly south (less than
100 feet) of the system facilities identified under the
approved project. No new scenic resources or vistas have
been identified in the area, nor has the existing visual
character of the area changed since certification of the
SEIR-1. Thus, Alternate Location B would not result in any
new impacts to visual quality or aesthetics beyond those
already considered in the SEIR-1, and the SEIR-1
discussion remains applicable to this SEIR-2. The Systems
Facilities Alternate Location B could be visible from the
nearby residences, which are located east of the UPRR
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tracks and approximately 250 feet away from the facility.
However, the residents already experience views of
industrial and utilitarian visual elements to the west,
including the UPRR tracks, paved storage yards, and
large rectanqular warehouse-style buildings. The
addition of the systems facility would be consistent with
the existing visual elements of the adjacent industrial
developments. Therefore, Alternate Location B would
have a less-than-significant impact related to scenic
vistas, the existing visual character, scenic resources,
and light and glare. Systems Facilities Alternate
Location B has been selected as the preferred systems
facilities location.

This text revision is also shown in Chapter 5, Draft SEIR-2 Errata,
of this Final SEIR-2.

Refer to response to comment P-9.14 regarding land use impacts.

P-9.12 The statement that there is no Traffic or Transportation section in
the Draft SEIR-2 is incorrect. This section can be found on pages
4.2-1 through 4.2-75 of Section 4.2, Transportation, of the Draft
SEIR-2.

Additional analysis was conducted to determine Phase 1’s impacts
to truck access to this site. The attached Truck Turn Exhibit in
Attachment P-9 to this response demonstrates that the
configuration of the systems facility leaves sufficient remaining
space within the property’s parking lot for big rigs to pull in, back
up, and turn around to exit the property safely. In addition, since
this exhibit was prepared, the systems facility was reconfigured
again to consolidate the facilities into a smaller footprint than shown
in this exhibit. The current design, as illustrated in the exhibit in
Attachment P-9 to this response, shows that the southern boundary
of the systems facility has been moved 32 feet farther to the north,
allowing for additional space for truck turning movements.
Therefore, the impacts to truck ingress and egress at this property
are less than significant.

The loss of on-site big rig parking on the triangular piece of property
identified for the system facilities would not introduce new
significant environmental impacts. The site would still provide
sufficient parking according to City of Milpitas requirements. Also
refer to Response P-9.14 regarding City parking requirements.

The system facilities will have security fencing. In addition, the two-
story train control building will be the closest system facility to the

Comments Received on the Draft SEIR-2 4-105



BART Silicon Valley 2" Supplemental EIR

P-9.13

P-9.14

trucking operations and will provide a barrier to the high voltage
substation and switching station from any truck movements.
Therefore, these two uses can safely exist on adjacent properties.

In regards to noise and vibration, Section 4.13, Noise and
Vibration, of the Draft SEIR-2 includes an evaluation of noise and
vibration impacts. Systems Facilities Alternate Location A would
not be located within the vicinity of noise sensitive uses (i.e.,
residential developments) and would not result in any new noise
impacts. Page 4.13-43 of the Draft SEIR-2 states that Systems
Facilities Alternate Location B would also not result in any
significant noise impacts due to its distance from the nearby noise
sensitive uses. Systems Facilities Alternate Location B has been
selected as the preferred systems facilities location.

Subsection 4.13.4.3 on page 4.13-43 of the Draft SEIR-2 states
that Systems Facilities Alternate Location B would not result in any
significant noise impacts. The evaluation is based on existing noise
sensitive uses within the vicinity of the systems facility, rather than
undefined and not approved potential future land uses. The
traction power substation facility would generate noise levels of 50
dBA at 50 feet, which is an acceptable level for existing land uses
and no mitigation would be required. Operation of the systems
facility would not result in any significant vibration impacts and no
mitigation would be required.

Section 4.12, Land Use, of the Draft SEIR-2 includes an
evaluation of land use compatibility. Page 4.12-8 of the Draft SEIR-
2 states that Systems Facilities Alternate Location A would have a
less-than-significant impact related to land use compatibility. As
noted on page 3-22 of the Draft SEIR-2, the location of Systems
Facilities Alternate Location B would be similar to the approved
systems facilities location evaluated in the FEIR and SEIR-1 and
would not result in any new significant impacts related to land use
and impacts would remain less than significant. Systems Facilities
Alternate Location B has been selected as the preferred systems
facilities location.

With regard to parking and parking ratios, Milpitas City Ordinance,
Title XI (Zoning, Planning and Annexation), Section 53 (Off-street
Parking Regulations), Table 53.09-1 (Number of Parking Spaces
Required) states that manufacturing and warehousing facilities
require a minimum of one parking space per 1,500 square feet and
office space requires a minimum of one parking space per 350
square feet. VTA contacted the City of Milpitas regarding the
planning files on this property (James Lindsay, Planning and
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Neighborhood Services Director). According to City planning files,
the property has 13,358 square feet of office and 42,042 square
feet of warehouse, generating a requirement of 67 parking spaces.
The 1991 plans for the property on file with the City indicate that
137 parking spaces are supplied. Even with the loss of 40 parking
spaces as discussed in the Draft SEIR-2, the parking requirement
would still be met. However, since the publication of the Draft
SEIR-2, the systems facility has been consolidated into a smaller
footprint. The loss of parking has been reduced from 40 spaces to
30 spaces. The loss the 30 parking spaces also allows the site to
meet the parking requirements. Subsection 4.15.4.1, under
heading “City of Milpitas” and subheading “Design Change 10.
Systems Facilities Alternate Location B (STA 260+00)” on page
4.15-8 of the Draft SEIR-2 has been revised as follows:

Near Railroad Court in Milpitas, High Voltage Substation
SRC, Traction Power Substation SRR/Switching Station
SRR, Train Control Building S28, and a PG&E tower would
be constructed west of the UPRR ROW. Construction of
these facilities as described in the SEIR 1 would have
caused the displacement of one light industrial business,
which included 135 vehicle storage customers. Upon further
refinement of the systems facilities at this location, now
these facilities would cause the displacement of up to
approximately 25 storage units at one light industrial
business (a recreational vehicle (RV) storage area), but
would not displace the entire light industrial business. This
design change would no longer impact the cell tower at this
location. These facilities would also cause the displacement
of up to approximately-40 30 parking spaces from an
adjacent industrial use; however, the loss of parking would
not cause the displacement of this industrial business
(Figure C-14, STA 258+00 in Appendix C). Because no
displacements of residences or businesses would result from
this design change, the impact would be less than
significant.

This text revision is also shown in Chapter 5, Draft SEIR-2 Errata,
of this Final SEIR-2.

Refer to Response P-9.12 regarding impacts to truck parking.

P-9.15 Refer to Response P-9.10 for a discussion of land use compatibility
and Response P-9.11 for a discussion of visual quality and
aesthetic impacts related to the Systems Facilities Alternate
Locations A and B. Systems Facilities Alternate Location B has
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P-9.16

been selected as the preferred systems facilities location. Refer to
Response P-9.10 for a discussion of impacts to future residential
redevelopment potential. Refer to Response P-9.8 regarding
property compensation.

This SEIR-2 does not introduce any new project alternatives.
Chapter 3 of the FEIR describes the range of alternatives
considered for BART Silicon Valley. Section 3.6 of the FEIR also
describes the range of alternatives considered but eliminated from
further evaluation as part of the EIR process. No additional project
alternatives were considered as part of the SEIR-1. As such, the
description of the range of alternatives considered in the FEIR
remains applicable to this SEIR-2 and the evaluation of Phase 1.

The environmental impact analysis of Alternate Location A and B
did not result in the identification of any significant environmental
impacts. Therefore, CEQA statutes and guidelines do not require
that additional alternate locations be considered. However, the
siting constraints are further described below.

Alternate Location B consists of the systems facilities high voltage
substation (SRC), the traction power and switching station (SRR)
and a train control house (S28). The proposed site is situated on
parcels owned by Brian Horner and Calwest Industrial Holdings,
Inc., the latter parcel is also the site for the Wrigley Creek Industrial
Park. These two parcels combined form a triangular site resulting
from the divergence of operating railroad tracks owned by UPRR.
The site is also bisected by a Pacific Gas and Electric (PG&E) high
voltage power line running on an east-west alignment.

The proposed site of Alternate Location B is the preferred location
for the systems facilities for the following reasons:

e High voltage lines are located directly over the site, which
provides high voltage power directly fed to the power
transformers through a planned intermediate pole under the
existing power lines. The proximity of the power lines will
significantly reduce the cost of power transmission thus
providing overall savings to Phase 1. Because the proposed
high voltage substation is located so close to the existing 115
kV lines at this site, it is not necessary to construct new
extensions of the 115 kV lines through city streets.

e The 34.5 kV ac house and the 1,000 V dc house are integral
part of the traction power and the 34.5 kV switching
requirements and must be located within the immediate vicinity
of the high voltage power source and each other.
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The train control house (TCH) is co-located at this site to serve
the track crossover known as Interlocking S27, which is located
on the guideway opposite the site across the UPRR tracks. The
train control house must be located within 2,000 feet of the
interlocking it is serving to minimize voltage drop. During
location planning, the immediate vicinity of the interlocking was
evaluated to find the most feasible location for the TCH. It was
determined that to the east of the tracks is a residential
community, bounded by Berryessa Creek, to the north is the
crossing of Berryessa Creek and Abel Street, to the south is
Wrigley Creek Industrial Park and the Wrigley Creek crossing
while to the west of the interlocking is the UPRR and farther
west, is a residential neighborhood. For these reasons, there is
no feasible alternate location.

e In order to minimize the footprint of the TCH and to lessen
property impacts, the building is planned to be a 2-story
structure, which will differ from all other train control houses on
this Project that are single story buildings. The design of the
building would integrate appropriate architectural features
similar to a residence as much as practical to avoid adversely
impacting the existing establishments.

e A high voltage PG&E 115 kV power source is required to power
the system during operations. There are only 4 locations along
the Phase | alignment where it is feasible to connect to existing
115 kV power sources. These locations are (north to south
along the project’s alignment):

Warm Springs Court (Alternative Location A)
Railroad Court (Alternative Location B)
Montague Expressway

Las Plumas Avenue

O O0OO0Oo

e Phase 1 already proposes a connection to the 115 kV power
source at Las Plumas Avenue, so this is not a viable alternative.
The 115 kV power source at Montague Expressway is located
too far south along the project’s alignment and too close to the
Las Plumas Avenue connection, to meet the needs of the
project. In addition, connection to the 115 kV source at this
location would require feeding the power through new long
transmission lines, which is substantially more costly compared
to a 115 kV power source located adjacent to the alignment in a
more suitable location.
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There is no other available high voltage PG&E 115 kV power
source between this site and the high voltage power source serving
the former NUMMI facilities to the north. An alternate site at the
northern area was evaluated but was later rejected by both UPRR
and BART (See the discussion under the heading “Alternate
Locations” below). As a high voltage power source is already
located near the end of the SVBX alignment at Las Plumas
Avenue, a site to the south of the Railroad Court site would not be
practical.

Alternate Locations:
Warm Springs Court, Fremont, CA

As described on page 3-17 of the Draft SEIR-2, VTA evaluated an
alternate site for the HVSS at a BART-owned parcel at Warm
Springs Court, in Fremont. This alternate site would require
extending high voltage service from the existing PG&E 115 kV line
currently serving the facilities at the former NUMMI plant.

In order to provide the required power to the BART-owned parcel at
Warm Springs Court, the existing PG&E 115 kV line would be
extended across the UPRR mainline and the UPRR yard tracks.
Since there are cranes with long-reach masts operating within the
yard, a high voltage line crossing over this operating yard is not
desirable due to safety considerations. UPRR found that this
crossing was unacceptable and suggested that the PG&E line
cross over its mainline farther to the north.

Subsequent location studies were conducted on the UPRR
suggestion. The only feasible crossing over the mainline would be
on a skewed alignment 780 feet long between towers. This
crossing would be just south of the planned BART Warm Springs
Station and ending at a new high tower located at the southwest
corner of the planned Warm Springs Station parking lot. From
there the line would continue southerly to the BART-owned parcel
at Warm Springs Court. This high voltage line would run between
the planned BART 150-feet high radio tower and an existing
industrial building, but the routing would be within 80 feet of the
tower. The close proximity of the 115 kV line to the tower does not
provide enough clearance for safety and will not satisfy operating
restrictions normally required between a high voltage line and a
radio tower. As a result of these clearance issues, the alternate
115 kV line routing is not feasible.
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After further investigations, the SVBX Project determined that the
Alternate Site at Warm Springs Court is not a technically
acceptable location since the UPRR will not permit routing of 115
kV lines over the yard tracks and due to conflicts with the Radio
Tower for the alternate routing to the north of the UPRR yard.

Edgewater Drive, Milpitas, CA

Another possible location for the HVSS was along the east side of
the alignment, but this would locate the systems in a community
park directly across from the Wrigley Creek Industrial Park and
Horner Property. The site was ruled out as it would adversely
impact the park and its use and be located closer to existing
residential uses.

P-9.17 The FEIR described a systems facility at this location similar to
what is currently proposed, and evaluated the environmental
impacts of the facility. The SEIR-1 described a modified, but very
similar, systems facility at this location and analyzed the
environmental impacts due to changes in design. The Draft SEIR-2
describes the environmental impacts of the minor changes to the
facility at this location, and evaluates the environmental impacts
associated with those changes.

The Draft SEIR-2 evaluates an alternate location for the High
Voltage Substation (SRC) and Switching Station (SRR) only, under
Draft SEIR-2 Design Change 3, Systems Facilities Alternate
Location A. Traction Power Substation SRR and Train Control
Building S28 would still be located at the proposed location at
Railroad Court that was approved in the FEIR and SEIR-1, but
moved approximately 100 feet to the south.

The support for Systems Facilities Alternate Location A is noted.
As discussed in Chapter 2, Design Refinements, of this Final
SEIR-2, the Systems Facilities Alternate Location B has been
selected as the preferred systems facilities location.

P-9.18 The support for Systems Alternate Location A is noted. As
discussed in Chapter 2, Design Refinements, of this Final SEIR-
2, the Systems Facilities Alternate Location B has been selected as
the preferred systems facilities location.

Refer to Response P-9.10 for a discussion of land use compatibility
and the System Facilities Alternate Location B’s compatibility with
the planned land use designations as defined by the City of Milpitas
General Plan Land Use Map (October 2010), and the impact to
future residential redevelopment potential.
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P-9.19

P-9.20

P-9.21

P-9.22

P-9.23

Also refer to Response P-9.13 for a discussion of noise, and
Response P-9.12 for a discussion of traffic and safety impacts
related to Systems Facilities Alternate Locations A and B.

Refer to Responses P-9.11 for a discussion of visual impacts
related to Systems Facilities Alternate Locations A and B.

Refer to Responses P-9.8 and P-9.14 for a discussion of the
potential for business displacements associated with Systems
Facilities Alternate Locations A and B.

Refer to Response P-9.11 for a discussion of visual impacts
associated with Systems Facilities Alternate Locations A and B.

As stated in Response P-9.10, the proposed site for the Systems
Facilities Alternate Location B is designated for Manufacturing and
Warehouse Use in the City of Milpitas General Plan Land Use Map
(October 2010) and is not designated for future mixed residential or
retail use. Systems Facilities Alternate Location B has been
selected as the preferred systems facilities location.

Refer to Response P-9.12 regarding traffic and safety impacts and
Response P-9.16 regarding Alternate Location A. Systems
Facilities Alternate Location B has been selected as the preferred
systems facilities location.

The support for Systems Alternate Location A is noted. As
discussed in Chapter 2, Design Refinements, of this Final SEIR-
2, the Systems Facilities Alternate Location B has been selected as
the preferred systems facilities location.

Refer to Response P-9.13 for a discussion of noise impacts
associated with Systems Facilities Alternate Locations A and B.

The support for Systems Alternate Location A is noted. As
discussed in Chapter 2, Design Refinements, of this Final SEIR-
2, the Systems Facilities Alternate Location B has been selected as
the preferred systems facilities location.

In addition, Alternate Locations A and B were determined not to
result in any significant impacts. Therefore, Alternate Location B is
a viable option and is the preferred systems facilities location.

Refer to Responses P-9.1 through P-9.22. The Draft SEIR-2 did
not identify any significant impacts related to implementation of
Alternate Location A. Systems Facilities Alternate Location B has
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been selected as the preferred systems facilities location.
Therefore, recirculation of the SEIR-2 is not required by CEQA
statutes and guidelines.

P-9.24 On January 14, 2011 VTA staff met with representative of the
property owner. Property owner representatives included Thomas
Hwang, Nancy Babb and J. Michelle Hickey (by telephone). Their
concerns were reiterated this meeting. The new exhibit shifting the
systems facilities further to the north to reduce impacts to their
property was provided at this meeting. This exhibit is included as
Attachment P-9 to this response.
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TRANSCRIPT T-1

VTA PUBLIC HEARING

BART SILICON VALLEY

BERRYESSA EXTENSION PROJECT

PUBLIC MEETING

CERTIFIED
ORIGINAL

REPORTER'S TRANSCRIPT OF PUBLIC COMMENTS

DATE:
TIME:

LOCATION:

REPORTED BY:

#38053

Thursday, December 9, 2010
7:08 p.m.

MILPITAS SENIOR CENTER

40 North Milpitas Boulevard
Rooms 40 & 41

Milpitas, CA 95035

NOELIA ESPINOLA, CSR
License Number 8060

Advantage LACP Q Reporting

1083 Lincoln Avenue, San Jose, California 95125, Telephone (408) 920-0222, Fax (408) 920-0188

Services, LLC
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PROCEEDTINGS

MR. FITZWATER: If you would tell us your

.

name.

MR. KLUFT: My name is Ian Kluft. I had --
I've been watching this process probably since around
2000. So I -- some of that time I have been actually a
member of the Hostetter Neighborhood Working Group that
-- Community Working Group. And, also, I have since
been appointed to the San Jose International Airport
Commission, although I'm here just as a private
citizen. You know, we've had meetings dozens of times
and there's no chance to get approval to represent
anyone. So I'm just speaking for myself.

But I did want to point out that San Jose
International Airport is expecting that the BART
extension will go to Santa Clara and plan on a people
mover project. Based on that, you will need to
coordinate with them of this change.

And I expect at the very least, you're going
to need to plan on shuttle buses going through
Berryessa to the airport. Because it's just close
enough that people are going to try to do that anyway.

I've given that -- I gave that similar

comment on the -- on the scoping meetings. But I

2
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wanted to make sure it gets in on the official record

here.

MR. FITZWATER: Okay. And your name first?

MR. MARSHALL: David Marshalli I live in
Milpitas.

I just have a quick question. When do you
expect the Warm Springs station to be operational?

MR. FITZWATER: I guess I have heard that
Warm Springs is supposed to open in 2014.

MR. MARSHALL: Is that still on schedule?

MR. FITZWATER: I think so.

UNIDENTIFIED VOICE: There's a lot of time
for it to be off schedule.

MR. MARSHALL: Is construction underway on it
now?

MR. FITZWATER: Construction is definitely
underway. I know they're working on Lake Elizabeth
right now. And I haven't heard anything different.

Anyﬁne else have a formal comment? Okay.
Then I'll close the public hearing part.

But there is certainly a lot of experts here
in the room that can try and answer any of your
specific concerns. And we do have that exhibit on the
back of the room that highlights where sound walls will

be, where vibration mitigation is, and where noise

3
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1 insulation pipes are located along with a number of
2 other environmental topical areas. So I'd encourage
3 you look at the maps or exhibits or ask us questions.

4 Thank you for coming.

5 (End of public comments.)
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2 I, NOELIA ESPINOLA, do hereby certify:

3 That the public comments were taken down by

4 me in shorthand at the time and place thérein named,

5 and thereafter reduced to computerized transcription

6 under my direction. |

7 And I hereby certify the foregoing transcript
8 is a full, true and correct transcript of my shorthand
9 notes so taken.

10 I further certify that I am not interested in
11 the outcome of this hearing.

12
13 P
14 U

15 Dated:@@ca\/\él 20,, )‘U/O‘

16 NOELIA ESPINOLA, CSR #8060

17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24 |

25

5
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RESPONSE TO TRANSCRIPT T-1

lan Kluft

T-1.1 As noted on page 3-1 of the Draft SEIR-2, VTA is committed to
building the full 16.1-mile extension of BART Silicon Valley to Santa
Clara. The current state of the economy requires that BART Silicon
Valley be built using a phased-construction approach, with the
ultimate intention of providing full extension to Santa Clara when
funding becomes available. The phased-construction approach
does not preclude the full extension of BART Silicon Valley.

T-1.2 As noted in subsection 3.2.1.1 on page 3-10 of the Draft SEIR-2,
VTA would provide new bus routes to provide service to the San
Jose International Airport, as well as other transit centers and major
employment destinations in Santa Clara County. Phase 1 would
include an expansion of bus service from the proposed Milpitas
Station to the San Jose International Airport.
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